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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ACLARA TECHNOLOGIES, LL.C

As a leading technology provider to electric, gas and water utilities, Aclara Tech-
nologies, LLC respectfully urges you to prioritize smart water network infrastruc-
ture spending, as well as funding to improve the performance, efficiency, and safety
of our Nation’s energy and water distribution infrastructure in the Fiscal Year 2020
Interior and Environment Appropriations bill. We thank you for this opportunity to
express our support for this funding and appreciate your consideration.

Aclara Technologies, LLC (“Aclara”) provides smart infrastructure technologies to
electric, gas and water utilities, with offerings in advanced metering, methane sens-
ing, device networking and communications, data management, analytics, and cus-
tomer service. Over 1,000 utilities in 36 countries rely on proven Aclara solutions

We currently have 950 Aclara clients located in all 50 States and employ over
1,600 staff in the United States and over 150 internationally. Smart technologies
make energy and water use more efficient and allow utilities to provide better serv-
ices to their clients. Companies like Aclara prove that smart technologies mean jobs,
n%t just at Aclara, but also at utilities in the form of installation and monitoring
jobs.

Aclara offers its strong support for the advancement of technologies that can im-
prove our Nation’s energy and water distribution networks by providing enhanced
monitoring, detection, and control capabilities. These technologies are an important
and cost-effective way to increase reliability, efficiency, and safety of our ageing in-
frastructure. Supporting the advancement of these technologies will be crucial as
the country’s energy and water distribution networks continue to age and as the
risks for utilities and network operators rise.

Water Infrastructure

Although many of our Nation’s water and wastewater systems have been around
for more than a century, water infrastructure spending has received a significantly
smaller and decreasing share of total infrastructure investment. According to the
Value of Water Campaign, over the past 40 years the percentage of overall Federal
infrastructure spending has been steady for roads and bridges, but has decreased
for water infrastructure.! The Congressional Budget Office found that Federal
spending on water infrastructure decreased from $76 per person in 1977 to just $11
per person in 2014, and EPA estimates that the country’s water and wastewater in-
frastructure will need more than $650 billion over the next two decades to maintain
current levels of service. We are pleased that the administration’s previous two
budget requests (fiscal year 2018 and fiscal year 2019) retained funding for impor-

1 http://www.waterweek.us/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Value-of-Water-Economic-Benefits-of-
Investing-in-Water-Infrastructure.pdf.
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tant programs like WIFIA and the SRF's, and we urge you to prioritize water infra-
structure spending in fiscal year 2020 and beyond.

Moving and treating water requires an extensive infrastructure of pipes and
plants and offers opportunities for energy and water efficiency at every step. Water
leaks cost many cities as much as 10 to 30 percent loss of their water, leaks that
also waste a lot of energy. The EPA estimates that drinking water and wastewater
systems account for 30 to 40 percent of total energy consumed by municipalities. As
much as 8.4 billion kilowatts is wasted each year moving water nationwide. Due to
ageing infrastructure, significant energy savings are possible through the use of
leak detection and pressure monitoring technologies.

Water system efficiency and smart water networks should be a clearly stated goal
of any investments made in our Nation’s water infrastructure. Water distribution
systems should be modernized in a way that increases water and energy efficiency
and enables customers and utilities to interact with it as never before. This will re-
quire smart water networks that facilitate the collection of data via sensors along
distribution networks, advanced analytics, and the incorporation of communications
technologies to optimize performance, preempt problems, and allow for rapid re-
sponse.

The Environmental Protection Agency, through its Office of Water, should help to
advance the utilization of infrastructure solutions such as distribution network leak
detection, pressure monitoring, and sanitary and combined sewer monitoring tech-
nologies during upgrades to water and wastewater systems to optimize water deliv-
ery performance, reduce energy usage, limit water waste in distribution systems,
and enhance modeling of sewer collection networks. This will help to improve oper-
ations, maintenance, and capital expenditure in planning and budgeting, and in-
crease spatial and temporal monitoring data available on U.S. water quality and
quantity.

One key aspect of smart water networks is advanced metering infrastructure
(AMI). AMI can offer communities multiple advantages to improve their manage-
ment of water, reducing water and energy waste, and decrease costs for distributors,
operators, and consumers. AMI provides benefits beyond those available from older
automatic “drive-by” meter reading (AMR) technologies that read meters monthly
only to support customer billing. Detailed consumption data provided by AMI can
help reduce water use in many ways, including:

—Detects system leaks—Non-revenue water costs utilities $4.9 billion per year.
AMI can help drastically reduce water leaks and associated costs by creating
a continuous flow of information from advanced meters, combined with ad-
vanced data analytics, that enables water suppliers to rapidly and precisely
identify water losses and conservation opportunities.

—Helps consumers save water (and money)—AMI allows for hourly data to be
made available to end consumers. Providing this kind of detailed water use in-
formation to consumers through an associated consumer engagement applica-
tion or customer portal is proven to increase conservation, thereby saving con-
sumers money on their monthly water bills.

—Leverages existing advanced metering investments to reduce cost—for example,
Aclara’s technologies can also leverage existing gas metering infrastructure,
eliminating some infrastructure and deployment costs. California’s major gas
utilities have already deployed Aclara, providing the umbrella infrastructure for
a “hybrid” communication system that water utilities can use. Harnessing exist-
ing networks can significantly reduce deployment time and allow rapid realiza-
tion of conservation benefits. In these shared networks, Aclara technology is
used to split meter reads for different utility companies, keeping the costs of
data collection low. Aclara, and its competitors in the AMI space, offer the tech-
nology needed to separate the collected data for each utility and provide the se-
curity to prevent commingling of each utility’s data.

—Enables smart pressure management to save energy—AMI enables improved
water pressure management of utility systems, which consists of automatically
modulating flow and pressure according to water demand, keeping pressure con-
stant at the service points. Besides reducing leakage and bursts, smart pressure
management lowers operating costs by reducing site visits and energy costs
from maintaining unnecessary high pressure. Smart pressure management re-
quires a wireless communications system including sensors that measure pres-
sure at critical points, software that analyses the pressure status at such points
and calculates responses to achieve a desired pressure, and a controller device
to prompt smart pumps or valves whose use can save energy.

—Provides resilience during and following natural disasters—for example,
Aclara’s system in New York City, which serves more than 9 million people,
weathered Hurricane Sandy with minimal disruption. Aclara’s water meter
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transmission units have a 20 year battery life and its data collectors offer a rug-
ged, weather-proofed design that stores 28 days of data with a 14 day back up
battery life. Deployments offer redundancy so that if an individual data collector
is disabled, another collector can continue to obtain meter data for that area,
offering resiliency critical after earthquakes, floods or other disasters.

In addition to ensuring funds are dedicated to the advancement of water efficiency
technologies, we also urge you to support appropriations for technologies to make
our wastewater systems “smarter,” particularly when it comes to sanitary sewer
overflows (SSOs). SSOs can be extremely costly, and many wastewater system own-
ers don’t know about spills until well after the fact, which can further increase the
cost of remediation. SSO monitoring technologies can help to mitigate these costs
and can help to prevent SSOs from happening in the first place. For example,
Aclara’s solutions provide detailed information about how sewer collection systems
are operating and can alert operators when part of the system is operating poorly,
thereby allowing proactive correction and pipe cleaning to prevent a spill. In addi-
tion, the data can be used to generate reports needed for regulatory concerns (thus
decreasing overhead costs) and also allows for enhanced modeling of sewer collection
networks to improve maintenance and capital expenditure planning and budgeting.

Aclara believes that technologies that improve the performance, efficiency, and
safety of the country’s energy and water distribution networks are essential to our
economic growth, health and safety, and overall resiliency. We urge you to ensure
that fiscal year 2020 appropriations, as well as any potential infrastructure package
put together during this congress, includes funds for the advancement of tech-
nologies that will make our water and natural gas distribution networks smarter,
safer, and more efficient. We urge a prioritization of water infrastructure spending.
Again, thank you for providing this opportunity to submit testimony. We would also
appreciate the opportunity to brief you or your staff on the status of these tech-
nologies and how additional research can help their advancement. We look forward
to working with you.

Contact Information

Kara Saul Rinaldi

Government Affairs Representative

Aclara

717 Kennebec Ave, Takoma Park MD 20912
kara@anndyl.com

[This statement was submitted by Kumi Premathilake, Senior Vice President, Ad-
vanced Metering Infrastructure.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ALLIANCE TO SAVE ENERGY

FISCAL YEAR 2020 APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY, ENERGY STAR®, AND OTHER VOLUNTARY PROGRAMS

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today in support of fiscal year
2020 appropriations for ENERGY STAR® and other voluntary programs adminis-
tered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

The Alliance to Save Energy is a non-profit, bipartisan collation of business, gov-
ernment, environmental, and consumer-interest leaders that advocates for enhanced
U.S. energy productivity to achieve economic growth; a cleaner environment; and
greater energy security, affordability, and reliability. The Alliance enjoys the partici-

ation of nearly 130 businesses and organizations that collectively represent at least
5615 billion in market capital. The Alliance was founded in 1977 by Senators
Charles Percy (R-Illinois) and Hubert Humphrey (D-Minnesota), and today has 14
Members of Congress serving on an Honorary Board of Advisors.

Energy efficiency is our country’s greatest energy resource—creating jobs, stimu-
lating economic activity, enhancing energy security, lowering harmful emissions,
and 1mproving U.S. competitiveness in global markets. Energy efficiency gains made
since 1973 have cut energy waste dramatically to fuel the U.S. economy more pro-
ductively. Thanks in part to Federal energy efficiency programs, including ENERGY
STAR and other voluntary programs managed by the EPA, the U.S. today generates
twice as much gross domestic product (GDP) from each unit of energy we consume
when compared to 1980.1

1In 1980, the U.S. consumed 78 quads (quadrillion British thermal units (BTUs)) while GDP
was $6.4 trillion, which produces an energy productivity ratio of 82.6. This compares to energy

Continued
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As energy efficiency has increased, so have stable, good-paying jobs. More than
2.3 million American workers design, manufacture, install, and repair devices, appli-
ances, equipment and buildings that deliver cost-effective savings, representing one-
third of the entire energy-related workforce. Most of these are construction and
manufacturing jobs. In fact, members of the Subcommittee on Interior, Environ-
ment, and Related Agencies represent over 735,000 Americans employed in whole
or in part in the energy efficiency sector (see Table 1).2

TABLE 1. ENERGY EFFICIENCY SECTOR JOBS IN STATES REPRESENTED BY SUBCOMMITTEE

MEMBERS
Member State Jobs Member State Jobs

Lisa Murkowski Alaska 4,617 Tom Udall N.M. 5,636

Chairwoman Ranking Member
Lamar Alexander Tenn. 53,006 Dianne Feinstein Calif. 318,542
Roy Blunt Mo. 41,845 Patrick Leahy Vit. 11,035
Mitch McConnell Ky. 25,530 Jack Reed R.L 12,773
Shelley Moore Capito W.Va. 6,844 Jon Tester Mont. 8,673
Cindy Hyde-Smith Miss. 15,403 Jeff Merkley Ore. 42,547
Steve Daines Mont. 8,673 Chris Van Hollen Md. 70,530

Marco Rubio Fla. 118,412
Total Energy Efficiency Sector Jobs: 735,393

The contributions of Federal energy efficiency programs to the long history of eco-
nomic, environmental and security benefits to our country are difficult to overstate.
And, notwithstanding the tremendous gains already made, the opportunities to con-
tinue to drive cost-effective energy efficiency improvements are even greater. There-
fore, the Alliance respectfully urges your support for fiscal year 2020 appropriations
at or above current levels for ENERGY STAR and the following voluntary programs:

ENERGY STAR

—The Alliance recommends at least $50 million for ENERGY STAR in fiscal year
2020.

—The Alliance opposes the implementation of a fee-based funding model for EN-
ERGY STAR, which is unnecessary, and which would erode the program’s integ-

rity.

—ENERGY STAR enjoys brand awareness of more than 90 percent, which makes
it the most widely recognized symbol for energy efficiency, and is extremely
cost-effective. For every extra dollar Americans invested in energy efficiency
under ENERGY STAR, they reduced their energy bills by an average of $4.50.
Since 1992, managed jointly by EPA and the U.S. Department of Energy, EN-
ERGY STAR has helped families and businesses save $450 billion on utility
bills, while reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 3.1 billion metric tons.

—ENERGY STAR serves broad constituencies across every State in the country,
working with over 16,000 partners. ENERGY STAR includes almost 1,800 man-
ufacturing partners of over 70 different product categories, who sold more than
300 million qualified products in the U.S. in 2016. About 50 percent of the com-
mercial building floor space in the U.S. has been benchmarked for tracking and
analyzing energy consumption using ENERGY STAR’s Portfolio Manager. EN-
ERGY STAR also counts almost 3,000 home builder partners who constructed
over 1.9 million certified new homes since 1995. In 2016, families living in EN-

productivity of 176.4 in 2017 (i.e., 96.8 quads and GDP of $17 trillion). Energy consumption data
is from the Energy Information Administration. GDP (real dollars, 2009) is provided by the Bu-
reau of Economic Analysis.

2National Association of State Energy Officials (NASEO) and Energy Futures Initiative (EFI),
“Energy Employment By State—2019,” March 2019, https://www.usenergyjobs.org. Last accessed
May 14, 2019.
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ERGY STAR certified homes saved over $360 million on utility bills, and 91,000
energy efficiency improvement projects on existing homes were completed by
Home Performance with ENERGY STAR partners in 2017. More than 700 utili-
ties, State and local governments, and nonprofits across the country use EN-
ERGY STAR in their own energy efficiency programs and rely on it to reliably
and affordably meet their energy needs.

OTHER VOLUNTARY PROGRAMS THAT PROMOTE ENERGY EFFICIENCY

—The Alliance recommends at least level funding for Environmental Programs
and Management—Clean Air and—Water Quality Protection in Fiscal Year
2020 accompanied by clear direction to EPA to continue administering its port-
folio of voluntary and partnership programs that encourage energy efficiency
practices in industry and deliver savings across the energy sector.

—The Combined Heat and Power Partnership aims to reduce pollution from elec-
tricity and thermal power generation by working with industry and other stake-
holders to develop new projects.

—The SmartWay Transport Partnership with the freight transportation industry
supports efforts to improve the fuel efficiency of vehicles. This program has
worked with more than 3,700 shippers and logistics companies to save almost
$33.4 billion in fuel since 2004.

—Natural GasSTAR, which includes the Methane Challenge Program, is a part-
nership with industry that supports the identification and implementation of
technologies that reduce methane pollution and provides public recognition of
high achievements.

—AgStar promotes the use of biogas recovery systems to reduce methane emis-
sions from livestock waste.

—WaterSense offers homeowners, consumers, and businesses information about
water-efficient products market by a recognizable and trusted label.

—Other programs, such as the State and Local Energy and Environment Program
and the State and Local Energy Efficiency Action Network, are important col-
laborations between the public and private sectors that provide specific and tai-
lored technical assistance and platforms for sharing information and best-prac-
tices.

NATIONAL VEHICLE AND FUEL EMISSIONS LABORATORY

—The Alliance recommends at least $117 million in Science and Technology—
Clean Air, including at least level funding in vehicle and fuel standards and in
greenhouse gas reporting,

—This laboratory is a global leader that oversees vehicle fuel economy and emis-
sions testing, which are closely related. The laboratory manages programs that
also address fuel economy labels, the Green Vehicle Guide, fuel standards, and
nonroad engines.

The Alliance also urges the Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related
Agencies to oppose the inclusion of any bill amendments or report language that
could undermine or prevent the EPA from continuing to successfully manage EN-
ERGY STAR and other voluntary programs. Furthermore, in light of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office impoundment finding concerning the Advanced Research
Projects Agency-Energy program, the Alliance continues to recommend clear and di-
rect instructions to the EPA in report language to obligate and expend appropriated
funds consistent with Congressional intent and in a timely manner. With respect
to ENERGY STAR, the Alliance encourages the subcommittee to reject the adminis-
tration’s proposal to implement a fee-based mechanism to fund the program. Similar
proposals have been suggested by previous administrations and repeatedly denied
by Congress.

Unpredictable energy costs and growing consumer and business demand make to-
day’s investments in energy efficiency ever more vital to America’s economic health
and energy security. It is important to emphasize that ENERGY STAR and these
other EPA programs are voluntary initiatives that work with private-sector partners
and support their efforts to increase business opportunities while reducing energy
waste. The wide-ranging benefits of ENERGY STAR and these other voluntary pro-
grams, realized across the entire U.S. economy and accrued to even those who do
not choose to participate, are worthy of your support in fiscal year 2020.

Thank you for your consideration.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ALLIANCE OF MUSEUMS

Chairwoman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the sub-
committee, thank you for allowing me to submit this testimony. My name is Laura
Lott and I am the President and CEO of the American Alliance of Museums (AAM).
We urge your support for at least $167.5 million each in fiscal year 2020 funding
for the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) and the National Endowment for
the Humanities (NEH), as well as sufficient funding for the Smithsonian Institution.
We also request your support for the Historic Preservation Fund, including at least
$60 million for State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs), $20 million for Tribal
Historic Preservation Offices (THPOs) and $22.5 million for competitive grants to

reserve the sites and stories of the Civil Rights Movement. We request funding of
§16 million for the Save America’s Treasures program. In addition, we would like
to work with you to explore ways to minimize the damage to our Nation’s museums
from future government shutdowns.

Before detailing these funding priorities for the museum field, I want to express
my appreciation for the increases enacted in fiscal year 2019. The additional funds
for the NEH, NEA, and historic preservation activities will enhance museums’ work
to enrich their communities and preserve our many heritages. The subcommittee’s
choice to make these investments in fiscal year 2019 speaks volumes about its com-
mitment to our Nation’s cultural institutions and heritage. AAM remains deeply
troubled by continuous proposals from the current administration to slash many of
these priorities, and we look forward to working with you-our bipartisan allies-to re-
ject them.

Representing more than 35,000 museum professionals and volunteers, institu-
tions-including aquariums, art museums, botanic gardens, children’s museums, cul-
tural museums, historic sites, history museums, maritime museums, military muse-
ums, natural history museums, planetariums, presidential libraries, science and
technology centers, and zoos-and corporate partners serving the museum field, the
Alliance stands for the broad range of the museum community.

Museums are essential in their communities for many reasons:

—Museums are economic engines and job creators.—According to Museums as Eco-
nomic Engines: A National Report, U.S. museums support more than 726,000
jobs and contribute $50 billion to the U.S. economy per year. The economic ac-
tivity of museums generates more than $12 billion in tax revenue, one-third of
it going to State and local governments. For example, the total financial impact
that museums have on the economy in the State of Alaska is $280 million, in-
cluding supporting 3,240 jobs. For New Mexico it is a $298 million impact sup-
porting 4,934 jobs. This impact is not limited to cities: more than 25 percent
of museums are in rural areas. The import of these data is not the numbers
alone—but the point that museums give back tremendously to their commu-
nities in numerous ways—including economically. The Federal funding for NEA,
NEH, and the other programs does not stay in Washington, DC, but it goes
back to communities across the Nation. And it is leveraged many times over by
private philanthropy, and State and local investments.

—Museums are key education providers.—Museums spend more than $2 billion
yearly on education activities; the typical museum devotes 75 percent of its edu-
cation budget to K-12 students, and museums receive approximately 55 million
visits each year from students in school groups. Children who visited a museum
during kindergarten had higher achievement scores in reading, math and
science in third grade than children who did not, including children most at risk
for delays in achievement. Museums help teach the State and local curriculum
in subjects ranging from art and science to history, civics, and government. Mu-
seums have long served as a vital resource to homeschool learners. It is not sur-
prising that in a 2017 public opinion survey, 97 percent of respondents agreed
that museums were educational assets in their communities. The results were
statistically identical regardless of political persuasion or community size.

The National Endowment for the Humanities is an independent Federal agency
created by Congress in 1965. Grants are awarded to nonprofit educational institu-
tions-including museums, colleges, universities, archives, and libraries-for edu-
cational programming and the care of collections. NEH supports museums as insti-
tutions of lifelong learning and exploration, and as keepers of our cultural, histor-
ical, and scientific heritages that can foster critical dialogues on challenging issues
of our time.

In fiscal year 2018, as a whole, the National Endowment for the Humanities
awarded 826 grants totaling more than $67 million to institutions across the U.S.,
including museums. Many of NEH’s divisions and offices support museums:
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—The Office of Challenge Grants offers matching grants to support much needed
capacity building and infrastructure projects at museums.

—The Division of Public Programs offers grants that bring the ideas and insights
of the humanities to life in museums by supporting exhibitions, community con-
versations, and place-based history. Additionally, Positions in the Public Hu-
manities supplements provide professional development opportunities for new
museums professionals.

—The Division of Preservation and Access provides funding to museums for ef-
forts to preserve and provide access to our Nation’s rich cultural heritage.

—The Division of Education Programs supports programs that bring educators to
museums for intensive summer training programs on humanities topics.

—The Office of Digital Humanities offers grants to support innovations in tech-
nology at museums, universities, and other institutions.

—The Division of Research supports scholarly research that many museums use
to inform exhibitions and public programming.

In calendar year 2018, 218 NEH-funded permanent and traveling exhibitions
were open around the Nation, providing life-long learning opportunities to a wide
public audience. Humanities councils in every State and U.S. territory sponsor fam-
ily literacy programs, speakers’ bureaus, cultural heritage tourism, exhibitions, and
live performances. In 2018, 55 State councils supported 2,389 exhibitions, 10,097
discussion events, 166 preservation projects, and 769 local history programs. In
total, all State council programs reached an audience of more than 137 million peo-
ple. State councils also awarded more than 3,000 grants to partners in their commu-
nities.

Here are just two examples of how NEH funding was used to support museums’
work in your communities:

—The Pratt Museum in Homer, Alaska, received a $300,000 award for an ongoing
project through fiscal year 2019 to implement a permanent exhibition in its new
facility to explore the interconnectedness of people and place in the Kachemak
Bay region of Alaska. This region is home to culturally diverse coastal commu-
nities which make their living predominantly from the sea.

—The Museum of Indian Arts and Culture in Santa Fe, New Mexico, received a
$460,000 award in fiscal year 2018 for Here, Now, and Always: Renovation and
Renewal—an implementation of a reinterpretation of a permanent exhibition on
Native American art of New Mexico and the Southwest.

The National Endowment for the Arts makes art accessible to all and provides
leadership in arts education. Established in 1965, NEA supports great art in every
congressional district. Its grants to museums help them exhibit, preserve, and inter-
pret visual material through exhibitions, residencies, publications, commissions,
public art works, conservation, documentation, services to the field, and public pro-
grams.

Since 2010, the NEA has collaborated with Blue Star Families and the U.S. De-
partment of Defense on Blue Star Museums, a program which provides free mu-
seum admission to active duty military and their families all summer long. In 2018,
more than 2,000 museums in all 50 States participated, reaching on average more
than 900,000 military members and their families.

In 2018, the NEA provided more than 100 awards directly to museums, totaling
more than $3.73 million. The Arts Endowment’s report, U.S. Trends in Arts Attend-
ance and Literary Reading: 2002-2017, notes that in 2017, 23.7 percent of U.S.
adults (57.5 million people) visited an art museum or gallery. That share of adults
represents an increase of 12.9 percent from 2012 to 2017. Attendance rates were
helped by increases among: African Americans, 18-24 year-olds, 35—44 year-olds,
and adults who received only “some college” education. Communities’ demands on
museums continue to climb, increasing pressure to serve more people with limited
financial and human resources. Receiving a grant from the NEA confers prestige on
supported projects, strengthening museums’ ability to attract matching funds from
other public and private funders. On average, each dollar awarded by the Arts En-
dowment leverages up to $9 dollars from other public and private sources. The Fed-
eral role of the NEA is uniquely valuable. No other funder-public or private-funds
the arts in every State and the U.S. territories. Forty percent of NEA’s grant funds
are distributed to State arts agencies for re-granting.

Here are two examples of how NEA funding was used to support museums’ work
in your communities:

—In fiscal year 2019, the Anchorage Museum in Anchorage, Alaska, received a

$30,000 award to support SEED Lab, an artist and designer residency program
that will respond to community needs through solutions, equity, energy, and de-
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sign (SEED). SEED Lab will be a space for exhibitions created by the resident
artists and designers, and will include free-access community programs, studio
spaces, and a lab to explore art and design solutions to unique community chal-
lenges, including urban migration, threats to traditional ways of life affected by
the State’s eroding coastline, and the need for a new energy economy.

—In fiscal year 2018, the Wheelwright Museum of the American Indian in Santa
Fe, New Mexico, received a $30,000 award to support an exhibition by sculptor
and installation artist Rose B. Simpson and an accompanying catalogue. Simp-
son is a member of Santa Clara Pueblo’s Naranjo family of artists and scholars
and is the daughter of acclaimed sculptor Roxanne Swentzell.

In addition to these direct grants, NEA’s Arts and Artifacts Indemnity program
also allows museums to apply for Federal indemnity on major exhibitions, saving
them as much as $30 million in insurance costs every year and making many more
exhibitions available to the public-all at virtually no cost to the American taxpayer.

The Smithsonian Institution comprises some of the most visited museums in the
world. The National Museum of African American History and Culture has cap-
tivated audiences from around the globe, underscoring the power of our national
museums to educate and inspire. We support funding increases that would allow
these world-class museums to undertake critical collections care, make needed tech-
nology upgrades, conduct cutting edge research of every type, and increase access
for all.

The Historic Preservation Fund is the funding source of preservation awards to
States, Tribes, local governments, and nonprofits. State and Tribal Historic Preser-
vation Offices carry out the historic preservation work of the Federal Government
on State and Tribal lands. These duties include making nominations to the National
Register of Historic Places, reviewing the impact of Federal projects, providing as-
sistance to developers seeking a rehabilitation tax credit, working with local preser-
vation commissions, and conducting preservation education and planning. This Fed-
eral-State-local foundation of America’s historic preservation program was estab-
lished by the National Historic Preservation Act. Historic preservation programs are
not only essential to protecting our many heritages; they also serve as economic de-
velopment engines and job creators. We urge you to provide at least $60 million for
SHPOs and at least $20 million for THPOs.

We applaud recent funding for the Save America’s Treasures program, and urge
you to provide $16 million in fiscal year 2020 funding. From 1999 to 2010, total Fed-
eral funding of $315 million for 1,287 Save America’s Treasures projects leveraged
an additional $400 million in non-Federal funds, and created more than 16,000 jobs
nationwide. These projects protected some of America’s most iconic and endangered
artifacts, including the American flag that inspired the Star Spangled Banner. We
also applaud the investment in competitive grants to preserve the sites and stories
of the Civil Rights Movement. Grants for this initiative are currently helping muse-
ums and historic sites around the country conserve endangered structures, docu-
ment stories, and share resources with the public. We support fiscal year 2020 fund-
ing of $22.5 million for these Civil Rights Movement grants.

I hope that my testimony helps make it clear why these priorities are of critical
importance to the Nation and how they provide a worthwhile return on investment
to the American taxpayer.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN BATTLEFIELD TRUST
INTRODUCTION

Madame Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to submit testimony to you today. My name is James Lighthizer, and I am
the president of the American Battlefield Trust. I respectfully request that the Sen-
ate Appropriations Subcommittee for Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
fund the Battlefield Land Acquisition Grants Program, administered by the Na-
tional Park Service’s American Battlefield Protection Program, at its authorized
amount of $10 million.

The American Battlefield Trust is a national nonprofit organization dedicated to
preserving America’s remaining Revolutionary War, War of 1812 and Civil War bat-
tlefields. Thanks to the generosity of our 300,000 members and supporters, the
American Battlefield Trust has protected more than 50,000 acres of critically impor-
tant battlefield land in 24 States.

The Battlefield Land Acquisition Grants Program is an authorized competitive
matching grants program that requires a 1 to 1 Federal/non-Federal match, al-
though on most occasions the Federal dollars are leveraged much more than 1 to
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1. The program promotes cooperative partnerships between State and local govern-
ments and the private sector to protect high priority battlegrounds outside existing
National Park Service boundaries.

OUTDOOR CLASSROOMS AND MILITARY TRAINING GROUNDS

America’s battlefields are irreplaceable parts of our shared national heritage.
When preserved, these battlefields serve as outdoor classrooms to educate current
and future generations about the defining moments in our country’s history. They
are living memorials, not just to the soldiers who fought and died there, but to all
who have proudly worn our Nation’s uniform.

Preserved battlefields are also economic drivers for communities, generating tour-
ism dollars that are extremely important to State and local economies. Battlefield
visitors, who typically travel in groups and as part of families, tend to stay longer
and spend more than other types of tourists.

Additionally, battlefields serve as training grounds for our men and women in
uniform in the form of customized battlefield tours known as “staff rides.” Preserved
battlefields are frequently used by the modern military to place officers and enlisted
ranks alike in the shoes of combat commanders, asking them to make difficult
choices, in the face of daunting obstacles, over the same terrain. The American Bat-
tlefield Trust is proud to work with the Marine Corps University Foundation and
others to host staff rides on battlefields we own and have protected.

ORIGINS OF THE PROGRAM

In 1990, Congress created the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission (CWSAC), a
blue-ribbon panel composed of lawmakers, historians and preservationists, to exam-
ine the status of America’s Civil War battlefields. Three years later, the Commission
released a report identifying the most important Civil War battlegrounds,
prioritizing them according to preservation status and historic significance. In addi-
tion, the Commission also recommended that Congress establish a Federal matching
grant program to encourage private sector investment in battlefield preservation.
The Commission’s proposal for Federal matching grants was the genesis of today’s
Battlefield Land Acquisition Grants Program.

In addition, the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 2015 (Public
Law 113-291) reauthorized the battlefield acquisition grants program and expanded
its eligibility to include Revolutionary War and War of 1812 battlefields, in addition
to Civil War battlefields. Similar to Civil War battlefields, funding for Revolutionary
War and War of 1812 battlefield preservation is targeted toward sites reviewed and
prioritized in a 2007 study by the National Park Service.

Since the program was first funded in fiscal year 1999, grants have been used to
protect more than 32,000 acres of hallowed ground in 20 States. Among the battle-
fields that have been preserved using this program are: Antietam, Maryland;
Bentonville, North Carolina; Brandywine, Pennsylvania; Champion Hill, Mississippi;
Chancellorsville, Virginia; Chattanooga, Tennessee; Gettysburg, Pennsylvania;
Hanging Rock, South Carolina; Harpers Ferry, West Virginia; Kettle Creek, Geor-
gia; Mill Springs, Kentucky; Prairie Grove, Arkansas; Princeton, New Jersey;
Sackets Harbor, New York; Wilson’s Creek, Missouri; and Wood Lake, Minnesota.
It is important to note that grants are awarded for acquisition of lands from willing
sellers only; there is not—and never has been—any eminent domain authority.

URGENT NEED FOR FUNDING

The American Battlefield Trust wishes to thank the subcommittee for its previous
support of this valuable program. We recognize that these are difficult economic
times and appreciate the constraints on this subcommittee.

However, we must point out that the clock is ticking on the remaining battlefields
of the Revolutionary War, War of 1812 and Civil War. The American Battlefield
Trust estimates that, in the next decade, most unprotected battlefield land will be
either developed or preserved. Further, with the commemoration of the 250th anni-
versary of the American Revolution only a few years away, there is no better time
to preserve these historic shrines and prepare for the influx of visitors expected at
that time. The program has enjoyed full funding for the past four fiscal years, and
the Trust and its partners strive diligently to put these funds to use in a timely
manner. There is no shortage of land that can be saved.

CONCLUSION

The Revolutionary War, the War of 1812 and the Civil War were defining mo-
ments in our country’s history. America’s battlefields are important to under-
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standing who we are as a nation, and where we come from. They are open spaces
and outdoor classrooms that commemorate the sacrifices of those who fought and
died on these fields, and those who serve our Nation honorably in the armed forces.
The Battlefield Land Acquisition Grant Program has been an irreplaceable tool for
preserving these hallowed grounds.

Madame Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall, I sincerely hope you
and your subcommittee will consider our request to provide funding of the American
Battlefield Protection Program’s Battlefield Land Acquisition Grants Program at its
authorized level of $10 million. We look forward to working closely with you as we
continue our important work to preserve America’s sacred battlefield lands. Thank
you.

[This statement was submitted by O. James Lighthizer, President.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF AMERICAN FORESTS

Chairwoman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the sub-
committee, thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony on American
Forests’ fiscal year 2020 appropriations recommendations for U.S. Forest Service
programs.

American Forests was established at a pivotal time in the Nation’s history, barely
10 years after the Civil War and during a period of tremendous development and
industrial expansion. Forests were being cut down at an alarming rate to make way
for new farms, towns and railways, and timber barons were exploiting what then
seemed like an inexhaustible resource. Since that time, we have supported progress,
but not at all costs. Instead, over the last 140+ years we have advocated for using
science to manage and conserve our forestlands so they will be with us and work
for us for generations. We have helped develop the U.S. Forest Service and the na-
tional forest system. We have funded more than 1,000 forest restoration projects in
every State. We have planted nearly 60 million trees, which has included expanding
the tree canopy in dozens of major cities and urban areas.

For years, we have testified to the economic value of our forests from cities to wil-
derness and have underscored the importance of addressing rising threats to forest
health. We sincerely thank the committee for fiscal year 2019 funding levels, which
rejected the drastic cuts proposed by the administration and provide the Forest
Service with important tools and resources to manage all our Nation’s forests.

This year, the Nation witnessed loss and destruction from wildfire at levels we
have never seen before. In fact, over the last decade, each year has been worse than
the last and this trajectory shows no signs of changing. At American Forests, we
believe our forests are struggling to adapt to a 'new normal’ of extremes: extreme
drought, low humidity, high winds, shortened ’cold spells’. These extremes produce
dramatic tree mortality and high intensity wildfire in the West, and changing tree
species composition and declining forest health in the East.

To adapt forests to this 'new normal’ will often require more active forest manage-
ment, including harvesting dead and dying trees, reforestation, reintroducing con-
trolled fire and other measures. More active forest management will require in-
creased Federal and private investment and level of effort sufficient to halt this cri-
sis. Consider California’s forests, where over 147 million trees have died since 2010,
with roughly 85 percent of those located in the Sierra Nevada. If we do nothing,
many areas will experience fires so intense that they cannot be reforested and will
transition to a shrub ecosystem. The best hope for sustaining forests like those in
the Sierra will be to thin areas with dead and declining trees, while restoring a
more resilient forest and using controlled burns more frequently. But it’s not only
western forests. A recent University of Florida study found that southeastern forests
are already seeing a changing mixture of tree species in response to prolonged
drought. Dangerous forest pests are reaching farther north into New England as its
climate warms. New stresses are coming to all of America’s forests.

The “Fire Funding Fix” enacted as part of the fiscal year 2018 Omnibus appro-
priations bill was a critical step forward. It will allow the U.S. Forest Service to stop
diverting funds away from forest management. This will provide additional re-
sources to support forest restoration on America’s 193 million acres of national for-
ests, but we must do much more. The Forest Service needs to rebuild its staff and
forestry resources to adequately manage the crisis that is now impacting our forests
and to help our forests achieve long-term health and resilience. The question is
whether we can shift our thinking and resources quickly enough.

To address this crisis, American Forests respectfully urges the Committee to con-
sider significantly increasing investments in the following key programs:
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NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM

Vegetation Management & Watershed Management

Fiscal year 2018 enacted: $180 million; fiscal year 2019: $180 million; American For-
ests fiscal year 2020 request: $371.4 million

Reforestation of our national forests, especially after destructive wildfires, should
be a national priority. Nearly 9 million acres of national forests have burned since
2010—a significant increase resulting from the harsh 'new normal’ conditions. Fund-
ing levels for this program need to be recalibrated to match this new scale of refor-
estation needs. The forest service estimates $371.4 million to reforest 1 million
acres. Therefore, American Forests recommends resetting program funding to
?371.4M which would allow the Forest Service to reforest 1 million acres of national
orest.

Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP)

Fiscal year 2018 enacted: $40 million; fiscal year 2019: $40 million; American For-
ests fiscal year 2020 request: $80 million.

A well-documented success at improving forest health and safety, CFLRP pro-
motes job stability, a reliable wood supply, and forest health while reducing emer-
gency wildfire costs and risks. Increased funding levels would allow for additional
projects to be selected across the country while capitalizing on the growing energy
and successes of collaborative management and shared stewardship.

Forest and Rangeland Research

Fiscal year 2018 enacted: $297 million; fiscal year 2019: $ 300 million; American
Forests fiscal year 2020 request: $315 million with $83 million allocated to the
Forest Inventory Analysis.

The USFS’s Forest and Rangeland Research program provides essential support
for urban and wildland forestry research activities. This program focuses on under-
standing conditions and trends in our Nation’s urban and community forests and
in providing tools and best management practices—which is critical for addressing
the “new normal” these forests face. Agency researchers help policymakers and prac-
titioners understand the environmental, economic, and social services that trees and
forests provide. We urge the subcommittee to continue including language in Inte-
rior Appropriations reports encouraging the Forest Service to maintain a strong and
vibrant urban forest research program.

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY

Urban and Community Forestry (U&CF)

Fiscal year 2018 enacted: $28.5 million; fiscal year 2019: $29.5 million; American
Forests fiscal year 2020 request: $50 million

By 2050, 90 percent of Americans will live in cities and towns where currently
there are 136 million acres of trees and forests. U&CF is the core Federal forestry
program that helps these forests and trees adapt to the “new normal”. Through this
program, the Forest Service provides critical technical and financial support to cities
and towns across the Nation to enhance tree and forest cover, prepare for storms
and other disturbance events, contain threats from native and invasive pests, and
maximize the economic, social, and ecological benefits of their tree resources. States
and partner organizations leverage Federal support through the program by at least
2:1 (or in many cases significantly more). Considered a model of Federal-State col-
laboration, U&CF consistently increases communities served, brings together di-
verse partners and resources, and has lasting impacts on communities of all sizes
but the program needs to be recalibrated to reflect the scale of its mission.

Cooperative Forestry/Forest Legacy Program

Fiscal year 2018 enacted: $67.025 million; fiscal year 2019: $63.990 million; Amer-
ican Forests fiscal year 2020 request: $100 million

Since authorization in 1990, the Forest Legacy Program has protected 2.8 million
acres of private forests through voluntary conservation easements held by States.
Forests conserved through this program must be managed to provide economic and
social benefits to the public. The Forest Service recently studied four FLP regions
and found the properties support between 280 and 2,500 jobs, contribute an average
of $140 per acre to gross regional product from timber harvesting, tree planting,
maple syrup, hunting, fishing, birding, and snowmobiling on the lands. In addition,
the study found 34-60 percent of total project cost was covered by non-Federal part-
ners which is at least 10 percent greater than required by the program.
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Community Forests and Open Space Conservation Program (CFP)

Fiscal year 2018 enacted: $4 million; fiscal year 2019: $4 million; American Forests
fiscal year 2020 request: $10 million

CFP has made substantial progress in preserving forests by increasing opportuni-
ties for Americans to connect with forests in their own communities and fostering
new public-private partnerships. It provides financial assistance grants to local gov-
ernments, Tribes, and qualified nonprofit organizations to acquire and establish
working community forests that provide public benefits. Projects are selected
through a competitive process that evaluates community benefits, contribution to
landscape conservation initiatives, and likelihood of land conversion.

[This statement was submitted by Alexandra Murdoch, Vice President of Policy.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN HIKING SOCIETY

On behalf of the thousands of diverse trail users our 220 collective organizations
represent, we urge appropriators to adequately invest in our Nation’s trails.! Trails
provide access to our public lands for hiking, biking, horseback riding, off-highway
vehicles, and other motorized and non-motorized recreation. They are also the gate-
way to nearly every facet of outdoor recreation, including fishing, hunting, wildlife
viewing, camping, and more. A failure to maintain and manage our Nation’s trails
stymies economic growth and access to healthy outdoor recreation.

Recent data from the Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis
(BEA) calculated that outdoor recreation generated $734 billion in economic activity
in 2016, surpassing other sectors such as agriculture, petroleum and coal. Outdoor
recreation makes up 2.2 percent percent of U.S. GDP, supports 4.5 million jobs and
is growing faster than the economy as a whole.2

According to the Outdoor Industry Association, trail centered activities directly
generate over $594 billion 3 and nearly 3.5 million JObS 4 On federally managed land,
outdoor recreation contributes more than $64 6 billion to the national economy and
supports more than 623,000 jobs annually.5

The management of our Nation’s trails is largely supported by trail organizations
and citizen volunteers who leverage government resources to maintain and expand
our trails. On the National Trails System alone, since 1995, hundreds of thousands
of citizen volunteers have contributed more than 19 million hours to build and
maintain National Scenic and Historic Trails, and nonprofit trail organizations have
contributed more than $200 million toward trail stewardshlp pI'OJects a total value
of $577.4 million.6 This historical and ongoing public “sweat equity” investment has
led to an increased recognition of the importance of adequate Federal funding for
our public lands and trails to maintain quality visitor experiences. It is our collec-
tive belief that Congress must restore the proper appropriated funding levels that
have been cut over the decades that our Federal land management agencies so des-
perately need. We maintain that current levels are inadequate but recognize the po-
litical realities of this challenge. Consequently, we strive to temper the rec-
ommendations to ensure at the very least current funding is maintained and not
further reduced. However, we believe that restored and adequate funding is not only
desperately needed but fully warranted.

We encourage the committee to adopt the following funding requests and report
language, so the Federal Government can continue to benefit from private contribu-
tions and volunteer labor as well as provide inexpensive, healthy outdoor recreation
options for your constituents:

1Full list of signatories available here: https://americanhiking.org/?p=40292&preview=true.

2Bureau of Economic Analysis, Outdoor Recreation, https://www.bea.gov/data/special-topics/
outdoor-recreation (last visited March 25, 2019).

30UTDOOR INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION, OUTDOOR RECREATION ECONOMY 18 (2017),
available at https://outdoorindustry.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/0OIA RecEconomy FINAL
_ Single.pdf. Trail centered activities generated $594,311,835,880 from including retail spend-
ing, salaries, and Federal and State taxes.

17d. Trail centered activities create 3 ,476,845 jobs.

50UTDOOR INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OUTDOOR RECREATION ECONOMY 15 (2017),
available at https://outdoorindustry.org/wp- content/uploads/ZO17/04/OIA7RecEconomy7FINAL
_ Single.pdf; “Forest Service Makes it Easier for Visitors to Enjoy National Forests and Grass-
lands.” U.S. Forest Service, https:/www.fs.fed.us/news/releases/forest-service-makes-it-easier-
visitors-enjoy-national-forests-and-grasslands.

6 Partnership for the National Trails System, Contributions Sustaining the National Scenic
and Historic Trails (2018), http:/pnts.org/mew/partnership-for-the-national-trails-system-gold-
sheet-of-volunteer-contributions-in-2018/.



13

FOREST SERVICE (USFS)

National Forest trails benefit everyone and receive increasing public use each
year. Collectively, the National Forests provide 157,000 miles of trails for activities
ranging from hiking, biking, horseback riding, off-highway vehicle usage, groomed
winter trails for cross-country skiing and snowmobiling, and access points for “river
trails.” Yet this trail system is increasingly stressed and maintenance cannot keep
pace with the growing demand due to inadequate funding. The lack of maintenance
threatens public access to National Forests and could endanger the public safety if
funding does not keep pace with public visitation.

Action:

—Maintain Capital Improvement and Maintenance, Trails as individual funding
line item.

—Justification: A dedicated line item in the Forest Service budget helps to en-
sure that Congress’ desire to help clear the maintenance backlog is met, and
funds are not used for other purposes.

—Fund Capital Improvement and Maintenance, Trails budget at $100 million to
address trail maintenance backlog and implementation of the National Forest
System Trail Stewardship Act.

—Justification: In 2016, Congress passed what was termed “the most bipartisan
bill in Congress”—the National Forest System Trails Stewardship Act—to ad-
dress its trail maintenance backlog, including doubling the output by volun-
teers and partners. But the USFS has yet to fully implement the Act due, in
part, to a lack of resources and declining levels of staffing which hampers its
ability to negotiate and oversee volunteer and cost-share agreements. The
agency recently launched a 10-Year Sustainable Trails Stewardship Challenge
and modest funding is needed to comprehensively address the well-docu-
mented trail maintenance backlog (GAO-13-618).

—Allocate Capital Improvement & Maintenance (CMTL) Trails funds for the Na-
tional Trails Systems

—Report Language: “Congress expects the Forest Service to allocate $8.826 mil-
lion from this account to support development and maintenance of the 5 na-
tional scenic and one national historic trail it administers and $1.8 million
to manage parts of 16 national scenic and historic trails administered by the
Park Service and the Bureau of Land Management that cross National For-
ests. The Forest Service will report to the Interior Appropriations Sub-
committee on how the fiscal year 2020 funds have been allocated and what
has been accomplished with them and will include specific allocations for
these trails in its fiscal year 2021 budget request.”

—Justification: In fiscal year 2019, as has been past practice for two decades,
the USFS did not allocate specific Capital Improvement & Maintenance
(CMTL) Trail funds for each of the six national scenic and historic trails that
it administers, as well as portions of the 17 other trails that it manages with-
in the national forests for fiscal year 2019.

—Maintain Recreation, Heritage & Wilderness at fiscal year 2019 enacted level
of $261 million

—Report Language: “Within the fund provided, $500,000 is made available to
support infrastructure and trails development, and to build the capacity of
local user groups and partnership organizations for all National Recreation
Areas administered by the Forest Service established after 1997.”

—Justification: The National Forests and Grasslands provide a great diversity
of outdoor recreational opportunities, connecting the American public with na-
ture in an unmatched variety of settings and activities.

—Relsltore Legacy Roads & Trails as a separate line item and fund program at $50
million
—Report Language: “For fiscal year 2020, Legacy Roads & Trails should be re-
instated as a separate line item in the USFS budget with $50,000,00 dis-
tinctly designated for urgently needed road and trail repair, maintenance and
storm-proofing, fish passage barrier removal, and road decommissioning, es-
pecially in areas where Forest Service roads may be contributing to water
quality problems in streams and water bodies which support threatened, en-
dangered or sensitive species or community water sources.”
—Justification: Legacy Roads & Trails funding is significantly impactful, im-
proving more than 11,000 miles of trails and 5,000 miles of roads. Dedicated
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funding is necessary for continuing the success of this program. Legacy Roads
and Trails contributes funding to support projects that include the mainte-
nance and treatments of roads that also go a long way towards improving our
watershed health.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE (NPS)

National Parks and the world-class experiences their 18,844 miles of trails pro-
vide are one of the most unifying forces in America. Well-maintained trails improve
the quality of visitor experiences and enhance visitor safety. Yet the agency’s de-
ferred maintenance has grown significantly under several administrations and the
associated reductions in adequate appropriations.

Action:

—Park Service Operations for the National Trails System must be maintained at
a minimum of $16.5 million

—Justification: The National Park Service has administrative responsibility for
23 National Scenic and Historic Trails established by Congress. Adequate
funding is essential for keeping these popular trails accessible to the public.

—DMaintain funding for the Rivers, Trails, & Conservation Assistance (RTCA) pro-
gram at $10.033 million

—Justification: The RTCA program brings the expertise of over a century of
land management to the greater recreation community. When a community
asks for assistance with a project, National Park Service staff provide free
critical tools for success, on-location facilitation, and planning expertise,
which draw from project experiences across the country and adapt best prac-
tices to a community’s specific needs.

—Restore the Challenge Cost Share program, funding at $1.5 million

—Justification: Challenge Cost share leverages private donations with public
funding to maximize trail maintenance resources. This Program is intended
to support specific National Park Service mission-related projects that align
with goals of local project partners. These partnerships promote improved ac-
cess and opportunities for outdoor recreation, environmental stewardship, and
education in our National Parks, National Trails and/or Wild and Scenic Riv-
ers.

—Restore funding for Volunteers in Parks programs funding at $8 million

—Justification: Volunteers in Parks leverages private donation with public
funding to maximize trail maintenance resources.

—Fund Visitor Services subactivity, Youth Partnership Programs, at $10.95 mil-
lion

—Justification: The Youth Partnership Program in part funds the Public Land
Corps program, which provides education and work opportunities for men and
women aged 16-30. The NPS utilizes non-profit youth serving organizations
to perform critical natural and cultural resource conservation projects at NPS
sites. Without funding, projects completed by youth crews through these pro-
grams would not be accomplished. These projects range from masonry appren-
ticeships on historic structures to Tribal land improvements; to engaging
other youth through coordination of culturally-based workshops and outdoor
recreation clubs.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM)

The BLM manages 13,468 miles of trails over 245 million surface acres in the
United States-more than any other Federal land management agency. Most of the
country’s BLM-managed public land is located in 12 Western States, including Alas-
ka, and contains a diversity of landscapes that often provide the public less struc-
tured but nonetheless diverse and superlative recreational opportunities. BLM
recreation resources and visitor services support strong local economies. More than
1120du1"ban centers and thousands of rural towns are located within 25 miles of BLM
ands.

Action:
—TFund National Conservation Lands at $84 million

—Justification: National Conservation Lands funds enhance recreational access,
conserve the Nation’s heritage and manage these nationally recognized re-
sources.
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—Fund National Conservation Lands—National Scenic Historic Trails, subactivity
Recreation Resources Management at $9.9 million
—Justification: Recreation Resources Management funding preserves and pro-
vides public access to and allows for the enjoyment of the 16 National Scenic
and Historic trails across BLM managed land.

—Increase Challenge Cost Share program funding at $3 million

—dJustification: Challenge Cost Share funds leverage private donation for public
benefit, to maximize funding for trail maintenance and construction. Recre-
ation projects build trails, obliterate road and trails, and enhance visitor
recreation experiences on public lands. Projects improve and stabilize Ripar-
ian areas and washed out bridges or walkways. Overall, projects also include
support for environmental education, University research, and interactive
youth initiatives based on the programs within the BLM.

U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE (FWS)

Located in every U.S. State and territory, and within an hour’s drive of nearly
every major U.S. city, National Wildlife Refuges provide incredible opportunities for
outdoor recreation, including hiking, hunting, fishing, birding, boating and nature
photography across 2,100 miles of trails. More than 37,000 jobs are reliant on ref-
uges.

Action:
—Maintain Refuge Visitor Services at $73.319 million

—Justification: Refuge Visitor Services provides funding for trail maintenance
across FWS managed land.

LAND & WATER CONSERVATION FUND (LWCF)—ACROSS ALL AGENCIES

Congress recently showed overwhelming bipartisan support for the Land and
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) when it permanently reauthorized the program
in S. 47, the John D. Dingell, Jr. Conservation, Management, and Recreation Act.
Building upon this support, the committee must ensure that full funding of the pro-
gram is provided at the $900 million level.

Action:
—Fund LWCEF at the $900 million

—Justification: The LWCF has funded nearly 1,000 trail projects across the
country and countless other recreation and conservation projects in thousands
of communities in every State. It’s time for Congress to fulfill its promise to
provide full funding to the LWCF.

—Include within this appropriation $33.4M for National Scenic and Historic
Trails projects
—Justification: Many of the projects offer a unique opportunity to acquire lands
that will help protect trails or close existing gaps between sections of these
Congressionally-designated trails. Once land is acquired, volunteers and pri-
vate funding stand ready to build/maintain the trails. This funding will pro-
tect 41 tracts along six national scenic and six national historic trails.

21ST CENTURY CONSERVATION SERVICE CORPS (21CSC)—DOI, USDA (USFS), AND
COMMERCE (NOAA)

With the establishment of the 21st Century Conservation Service Corps (21CSC)
as part of the Natural Resources Management Act of 2019, Congress recognized the
need to address modern conservation, recreation, forestry, and infrastructure
projects through cost-effective partnerships with Corps. We encourage you to con-
tinue this focus and make the additional investments necessary to carry its intent
forward and put more young adults and recent veterans to work on the thousands
of unmet needs on our public lands.

Action:
—Conservation Corps Report Language
—Report Language: “The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agri-
culture are encouraged to utilize, where practicable, Conservation Corps pro-
grams like the Public Lands Corps, 21st Century Conservation Service Corps,
other related partnerships with Federal, State, local, Tribal or non-profit
groups that serve young adults and veterans.”
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INDIAN ALASKA NATIVE TOURISM
ASSOCIATION, INC.

Thank you Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall, and Members of
the subcommittee, for the opportunity to provide written testimony on behalf of the
American Indian Alaska Native Tourism Association, Inc. (AIANTA) on the impor-
tance of the Native American Tourism and Improving Visitor Experience Act of 2016
(NATIVE Act).

ATANTA is the only organization specifically dedicated to advancing Indian Coun-
try tourism across the United States. AIANTA helps Tribes develop, sustain and
grow tourism destinations through technical assistance, training and educational re-
sources. Our mission is to define, introduce, grow and sustain American Indian,
Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian Tourism that honors traditions and values.

FISCAL YEAR 2020 REQUEST

The American Indian Alaska Native Tourism Association (AIANTA) requests a
program amount of $5,400,000 for fiscal year 2020 to be included in the Bureau of
Indian Affairs Community Development Central Oversight account to implement
the Native American Tourism and Improving Visitor Experience Act of 2016 (NA-
TIVE Act), including via cooperative agreements with Tribes and Tribal organiza-
tions.

In fiscal year 2018 and again in fiscal year 2019, $3,400,000 was appropriated
through Committee report language to be used by the Bureau of Indian Affairs
Community Development Central Oversight account for NATIVE Act implementa-
tion.

NATIVE ACT PROGRESS

The NATIVE Act is designed to “enhance and integrate Native American Tourism,
empower Native American communities, increase coordination and collaboration be-
tween Federal Tourism assets, and expand heritage and cultural tourism opportuni-
ties in the United States.”

Since its passage and enactment, ATANTA was designated the lead Tribal organi-
zational role in implementation of the NATIVE Act through a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding with the U.S. Department of the Interior and the U.S. Department of
Commerce signed in September, 2018. The lead role is natural to ATANTA because
of its mission, which perfectly aligns with language of the NATIVE Act, as does the
Tribal nonprofit organization’s goals and ongoing projects and initiatives.

FISCAL YEAR 2020 FUNDING

Tribes in tourism, with AIANTA as their facilitator and convener, are requesting
$5,400,000 in fiscal year 2020 to ensure implementation of the NATIVE Act accel-
erate. The funds will create opportunities for Native American, Native Hawaiian
and Alaska Native Tribes, Tribal tourism programs and Tribal members as outlined
in the NATIVE Act implementation plan developed by AIANTA and a 5-year cooper-
ative agreement between BIA and ATANTA. Implementation efforts using the funds
will include technical assistance, training, curriculum development, professional
tourism certification, a state-of-the-art Tribal tourism destination website, Tribal
product assessment and development, training and marketing in domestic and inter-
national outreach, improved research, data collection and analysis, inclusion in Fed-
eral agency management planning across the Federal Government and Federal tour-
ism and recreation websites.

In support of the NATIVE Act, AIANTA intends to expand and formalize partner-
ships to include working more closely with the U.S. Department of Commerce and
its divisions: National Travel and Tourism Office, International Trade Administra-
tion and Economic Development Administration and enter into a cooperative agree-
ment to integrate Tribes into the research and development programs offered by
Commerce.

ATANTA will continue to work with the National Endowment for the Arts, Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities, Institute for Museum and Library Science,
Administration for Native Americans, and in Smithsonian projects to ensure tour-
ism Tribes are well represented in all Federal grant programs.

ATANTA will continue to work with the National Park Service, Bureau of Land
Management, and U.S. Forest Service to ensure tourism Tribes are included in their
management plans; collaborate with the U.S. Department of Labor on tourism work-
force development and the U.S Department of Agriculture on Tribal tourism rural
development opportunities.
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In addition, $2,000,000 of the $5,400,000 is requested for support of on-the-ground
Tribal tourism planning, studies and projects for Tribes and Tribal organizations
funded through the BIA Division of Energy and Economic Development in partner-
ship with ATANTA and educational institutions that specialize and support eco-
nomic development.

INDIAN COUNTRY TOURISM CONTRIBUTES BILLIONS TO THE U.S. ECONOMY

Currently, tourism is a leading opportunity for jobs and economic development in
Indian Country. In some rural and remote communities, it is one of the only viable
opportunities for household income. Indian Country tourism has a bright future that
lies in the more than one billion leisure travelers in the world, and the interest of
international visitors in the American Indian culture and what their communities
offer—memorable and unique experiences, warm hospitality and unusual land-
scapes.

According to U.S. Department of Commerce statistics, approximately 1.9 million
overseas visitors traveled to an Indian Country nation or destination in 2016 (most
recent report). In total, those visitors represented approximately $8.5 billion in vis-
itor spending across the country for that same year. Furthermore, these visitors are
pre-disposed to spend more time in the U.S. and spend more money. Since AIANTA
began working on international marketing and outreach, visitation to Native Amer-
ican communities from overseas has grown from 700,000 in 2007 to 1.9 million in
2016, an increase of 180 percent.

According to the U.S. Department of Commerce, when overseas travelers visit
Tribal lands, they stay longer in the U.S.—an average of 12 additional days. Which
means they spend about twice as much money as the average overseas traveler
while they are here. They visit more States and cities, use more rental cars, and
take more domestic flights. They visit more National Parks, small towns, art gal-
leries and museums, fine restaurants, and cultural heritage sites compared to all
overseas visitors. (Source: U.S. Department of Commerce National Travel and Tour-
ism Office Inbound International Visitor Survey)

With the targeted assistance and support of the NATIVE Act, ATANTA believes
Tribes can significantly expand domestic and international visitors to Indian Coun-
try within 5 years. Currently, the only data available estimating overseas visitors
to Indian Country is collected by the U.S. Department of Commerce. Based on this
data, there were 1.9 million overseas visitors to Indian Country in 2017, spending
an estimated $8.5 billion per year throughout the United States. In the next 5
years, overseas visitors to Indian Country are projected to grow to 2.2 million and
$9.4 billion annually. The increase represents approximately 4300 jobs. With addi-
tional NATIVE Act funding, more domestic visitors and their spending and job cre-
ation in Indian Country can be tracked.

SUCCESS OF THE NATIVE ACT SECURED THROUGH THE AIANTA/BIA PARTNERSHIP

For a decade, through its cooperative agreement/grant with BIA Division of
Transportation, ATANTA has nurtured a network of Federal agency, university and
tourism industry partners and engaged national Indian and non-Indian nonprofits
to leverage those Federal resources into an effective Tribal tourism network. With
our partners, AIANTA and BIA have accomplished many milestones, including:

—Delivered Tribal tourism technical assistance, created Tribal tourism curricula
and developed a professional certificate-training program in cultural tourism
and conducted webinar trainings.

—Established a national Tribal destinations web site, NativeAmerica.Travel, for
Tribes to market their destinations directly to the world’s travelers.

—Expanded partnerships to improve data collection and analysis.

—Developed the first national resource database of Indian Country tourism assets
to begin to demonstrate the growth and impact of cultural tourism for Indian
Country and the greater U.S.A. economy and is expanding the database to iden-
tify proposed development and needs (technical assistance and training, infra-
structure, connectivity, marketing, funding and more).

—Gained national and regional recognition through grants and awards from pri-
vate and public entities to further create opportunities for Tribes in tourism.

—Established a presence for Tribes and Tribal businesses in international travel
markets-participating in world travel marketplaces in Europe as well as IPW,
U.S. Travel Association’s leading international inbound travel trade show in the
U.S. and venturing into the United Kingdom and Italian markets.

—Encouraged project partnerships between Tribes and national parks and na-
tional public lands, conducted educational sessions in agritourism, organized a
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Federal land management working group, and discussed next steps in collabora-
tion with the Federal agencies.

ACCELERATING TRIBAL TOURISM DEVELOPMENT THROUGH NATIVE ACT
IMPLEMENTATION

Fiscal year 2020 funding will:

—Improve visitor data collection and analysis. Decision-making, business plan-
ning, applying for loans and attracting capital all require data collection and
analysis. ATANTA cannot cite the number of.

—tourism assets or domestic visitation to Indian Country because there is inad-
equate data. The data collection and analysis provision of the NATIVE Act will
improve this deficiency.

—Support the consultation process that provides for collaboration and cooperation
between Federal agencies and Tribes on Tribal tourism priorities.

—Promote greater awareness to Tribes on Federal programs that can support
tourism capacity building and tourism infrastructure.

—Increase international and domestic awareness of Tribal tourism destinations.

—Integrate Native American, Alaska and Hawaiian Native culture into the visitor
experience on public lands.

—Increase tourism product and amenity development in Indian Country, pro-
moting a better visitor experience.

—Create innovative visitor portals between Tribes and parks, landmarks, heritage
and cultural sites that showcase the diversity of indigenous people related to
Federal lands.

—Improve access to transportation programs that assist Tribal community capac-
ity building for tourism and trade, including planning for visitor enhancement
and safety.

We are supported in the implementation of the NATIVE Act by the U.S. Travel
Association, Affiliated Tribes of Northwest Indians, Alaska Federation of Natives,
All Pueblo Council of Governors, Nevada Inter-Tribal Council, Intertribal Transpor-
tation Association, Sitka Tribes of Alaska and many other organizations and Tribes.

CONCLUSION

On behalf of Indian Country, ATANTA thanks Congress for its support of Tribal
tourism. We look forward to working with this subcommittee, the Department of In-
terior and all Federal agencies included in the NATIVE Act mandate to assist tour-
ism Tribes and share the results with you and all our Congressional supporters. In-
creased funding will help Tribes initiate programs and create business in Tribal
tourism, while supporting cultural perpetuation in the arts, language, historic pres-
ervation, conservation and agriculture.

[This statement was submitted by Camille L. Ferguson, Executive Director.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

The American Institute of Biological Sciences (AIBS) appreciates the opportunity
to provide testimony in support of appropriations for the United States Geological
Survey (USGS), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), and Smithsonian Institution for fiscal year 2020. We en-
courage Congress to provide the USGS with $1.2 billion in fiscal year 2020 and at
least $234 million for the Ecosystems mission area within USGS. We further re-
quest that Congress provide EPA Science and Technology with at least $760 million,
which was equal to the fiscal year 2014 enacted level. We also request the restora-
tion of funding for Science Support in USFWS to the fiscal year 2019 enacted level
of $17.3 million. Lastly, we urge Congress to provide new funding to the Smithso-
nian Institution and at least $53 million to support scientific and curatorial work
within the National Museum of Natural History in fiscal year 2020.

AIBS is a scientific association dedicated to promoting informed decisionmaking
that advances biological research and education for the benefit of science and soci-
ety. AIBS works to ensure that the public, legislators, funders, and the community
of biologists have access to information to guide informed decisionmaking.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

The USGS provides unbiased, independent research, data, and assessments that
are needed by public and private sector decision-makers. Data generated by the
USGS save taxpayers money by enabling more effective management of water and
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biological resources and providing essential geospatial information that is needed for
commercial activity and natural resource management. The data collected by the
USGS are not available from other sources.

The Ecosystems activity within USGS is integral to the agency’s other science
mission areas. It conducts research required to understand the impacts of such
things as water use and natural hazards on environmental systems. The USGS con-
ducts research on and monitors fish, wildlife, and vegetation-data that informs man-
agement decisions by other Interior bureaus.

Biological science programs, housed within the Ecosystems program area, collect
and analyze long-term data not available from other sources. Other agencies, uni-
versities, and the private sector do not gather or maintain these data. The knowl-
edge generated by USGS is used by Federal and State natural resource managers
to maintain healthy and diverse ecosystems while balancing the needs of public use.

Examples of successful USGS Ecosystem initiatives include:

—Development of comprehensive geospatial data products that characterize the
risk of wildfires on all lands in the United States. These products are used to
allocate firefighting resources and to plan wildfire fuel reduction projects. These
tools require current and accurate information about plant species distribution,
biomass (e.g. amount of energy available for fire), and how different animals
within the landscape influence the distribution of this vegetation.

—Development and evaluation of control measures and other management inter-
ventions for Asian carp, sea lamprey, Burmese pythons, and other invasive spe-
cies that cause billions of dollars in economic losses to fisheries, hydropower,
recreation, and many other industries.

—Development of the scientific understanding needed to combat the spread of
avian flu, white-nose syndrome, chronic wasting disease, and other diseases
spread by wildlife in North America, including diseases with the capacity to
jump from wild populations to livestock, agricultural systems, and humans.

The President’s fiscal year 2020 budget request restructures the Ecosystems mis-
sion area to include programs formerly under Land Resources and Environmental
Health mission areas, specifically the National and Regional Climate Adaptation
Science Centers, significant portions of Land Change Science, and Contaminant Bi-
ology. The budget does not merely reposition these programs, it proposes deep cuts
(nearlyh35 percent) to this important work. These cuts will harm USGS scientific
research.

Among the proposed cuts are:

—Elimination of curation and research on fish, amphibians, reptiles, and mam-
mals that is conducted by the Biological Survey Unit at the Smithsonian Institu-
tion. USGS has more than a million specimens of birds, mammals, amphibians,
and reptiles that are housed at the Smithsonian for the benefit of the USGS
and Department of the Interior. These curatorial and research positions are re-
quired to maintain and use these specimens and the data associated with them.
This management arrangement has been in place since 1889. Elimination of
this program jeopardizes the ability of the USGS to access timely and accurate
data required for biodiversity research that informs species management deci-
sions by other State and Federal agencies.

—Elimination of the Cooperative Research Units (CRUs). CRUs are located on 40
university campuses in 38 States. These research centers are a cost-effective
way for USGS to leverage research and technical expertise affiliated with these
universities to conduct actionable research, provide technical assistance, and de-
velop scientific workforces through graduate education and mentoring pro-
grams.

—Reduced wildlife and fisheries research. The proposal includes reductions for
species-specific research. USGS conducts this research for the benefit of Federal
and State stakeholders. Without these research programs, USFWS, the Na-
tional Park Service, and other Interior bureaus will lack the data required to
fulfill agency missions to manage wildlife, as these agencies do not have sci-
entific research capacities. Moreover, the USGS is a non-regulatory agency,
which means that its research is independent of the entities responsible for de-
veloping and implementing rules and regulations.

—Reduced research on diseases. USGS is the leading Federal agency conducting
research on wildlife and fish diseases. The deep cuts proposed to Toxicological
and Pathogenic Diseases would crush the agency’s ability to provide other agen-
cies with critical research, information, and technical assistance needed to eco-
nomically and effectively control and limit disease spread and risk.

—Reduced research on ecosystems of concern. This research is a critical component
of efforts to restore important national resources, such as the Everglades and
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the Chesapeake Bay. The Arctic ecosystem research and monitoring program
addresses the needs of Native communities, and also promotes public health
throughout the U.S. by monitoring avian influenza, which can spread to hu-
mans.

The President has also proposed drastic cuts to climate research. The National
and Regional Climate Adaptation Science Centers (formerly regional Climate
Science Centers) are responsible for developing the science and tools to address the
effects of climate change on land, water, wildlife, fish, ecosystems, and communities.
These centers play a vital role in addressing the impacts of unique weather patterns
on ecosystem health in different areas across the country and are slated for a 46
percent budget cut under the new structure. This is irresponsible.

We are pleased that the Invasive Species Program was spared from large cuts in
the administration’s request and we urge Congress to reject the deep cuts to other
parts of the Ecosystems mission area. We understand USGS’s efforts to realign pro-
grams to improve operational efficiency, but the devastating budget cuts proposed
will hamper long-term data collection initiatives, lead to critical data loss, and un-
dermine the Nation’s ability to address national challenges.

We request Congress fund USGS at $1.2 billion in fiscal year 2020, with at least
$234 million for the Ecosystems mission area and restore funding for the Biological
Survey Unit, CRUs, and ecosystems and climate research.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Funding for EPA Science and Technology supports valuable research used to iden-
tify and mitigate environmental problems. EPA research informs decisions made by
public health and safety managers, natural resource managers, businesses, and
other stakeholders concerned about air and water pollution, human health, and land
management and restoration. This program provides the scientific basis upon which
EPA monitoring and enforcement programs are built.

Despite the important role of EPA Science and Technology research, the proposed
funding level for fiscal year 2020 is roughly half of what the program received in
fiscal year 2002 and 35 percent below the fiscal year 2019 enacted level. We are
concerned to see the proposed eliminations of the Science to Achieve Results (STAR)
Research Grants and the Global Change Research program, which develops sci-
entific information that allows policy makers, stakeholders, and society to respond
to climate change. These programs are important parts of the Federal Government’s
ability to ensure that people have clean air and water. The proposal also eliminates
the Marine Pollution and National Estuary programs which are critical for pro-
tecting marine and coastal ecosystems.

Please provide at least $760 million in fiscal year 2020 to support scientific re-
search at the EPA.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The President’s budget request once again eliminates the Science Support pro-
gram within USFWS. In fiscal year 2019, Congress allocated $17.3 million for the
program. This program provides scientific information needed by USFWS, such as
research on conservation of priority species prior to Endangered Species Act listing,
the impacts of energy production on wildlife, and best management practices for
combating invasive species, and needs to be restored.

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

The Smithsonian Institution’s National Museum of Natural History (NMNH) is a
valuable Federal partner in the curation and research on scientific specimens. The
scientific experts at the NMNH care for 140 million specimens and ensure the stra-
tegic growth of this internationally recognized scientific research institution. To in-
crease the availability of these scientific resources to researchers, educators, other
Federal agencies, and the public, NMNH is working on a multi-year effort to digitize
{ts collections. That effort will substantially increase the scientific uses of these col-
ections.

NMNH has also been working to strengthen curatorial and research staffing and
to backfill positions left open by retirements and budget constraints. The current
staffing level is insufficient to provide optimal care for the collections. Future cura-
torial and collections management staffing levels may be further jeopardized given
the proposed funding cuts at science agencies, such as the USGS, that support staff
positions at NMNH.

The budget for NMNH has remained flat over the past 2 years. We urge Congress
to provide NMNH with at least $53 million in fiscal year 2020 to allow the museum
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to undertake critical collections care, make needed technology upgrades, and con-
duct cutting edge research.
CONCLUSION

We urge Congress to reject the administration’s budget request for fiscal year
2020 and continue the bipartisan tradition of investing in our Nation’s scientific ca-
pacity. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this request.

[This statement was submitted by Jyotsna Pandey, Ph.D., Public Policy Manager,
and Robert Gropp, Ph.D., Executive Director.]

LETTER FROM THE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, AMERICAN SAMOA GOVERNMENT

April 1, 2019

Senator Richard Shelby, Chairman Senator Patrick Leahy, Vice Chairman

Committee on Appropriations Committee on Appropriations

United States Capitol, S-128 United States Capitol, S—-146A

Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Senator Lisa Murkowski, Chairwoman Senator Tom Udall, Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Interior Appropria- Subcommittee on Interior Appropria-
tions tions

131 Dirksen Senate Office Building 125 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Shelby, Vice Chairman Leahy, Chairwoman Murkowski and
Ranking Member Udall:

I am writing with regard to the fiscal year 2020 Interior, Environment and Re-
lated Agencies appropriations bill. As you craft your bill, I would respectfully re-
quest that you provide at least the level of funding you provided in fiscal year 2019
for American Samoa Operations Grants within the Territorial Assistance program.

In the best of times American Samoa faces serious financial challenges. Unlike
other American territories, American Samoa does not enjoy the economic benefits
of a robust tourism industry or the presence of a military installation. We have one
significant private sector employer and our remote location makes it more expensive
to do business from American Samoa than from other islands in the region or from
Asia, placing us at a competitive disadvantage as we seek to attract more busi-
nesses.

Our fragile economic position has been further challenged since we were victim-
ized by Cyclone Gita in February 2018. Gita devastated our agricultural sector and
caused widespread damage across the territory, something the Committee recog-
nized in its Fiscal Year 2019 Interior Appropriations Report:

“American Samoa.—The Committee is concerned about the longterm impact of
Cyclone Gita on American Samoa, particularly as it relates to impending in-
crease in the minimum wage and how that will impact American Samoa’s econ-
omy and its ability to recover.”

I would be remiss if I did not take this opportunity to thank the Committee for
including $5 million in supplemental nutrition assistance for American Samoa in
the pending Fiscal Year 2019 Disaster Supplemental bill. Our hope is that this
number will be increased to a total of $18 million so that the final amount will pro-
vide adequate assistance to our 2,600 farmers who lost an entire growing season,
depriving them of not only their livelihood for the year but also the food with which
these subsistence/backyard farmers feed themselves and their 13,000 dependents.

It is in this overall context that I ask for your assistance with regard to the Amer-
ican Samoa Operations Grants program. As you well know the President’s budget
for fiscal year 2020 proposes funding of $21,529,000, a reduction of more than 9 per-
cent from the $23,720,000 included in the fiscal year 2019 Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act. While the difference in those amounts, $2,191,000, is no more than a
rounding error in a $4 trillion Federal budget, it makes a very significant difference
to our government’s ability to provide essential services to our 60,000 citizens given
our economic circumstances.

Your thoughtful consideration of this request would be greatly appreciated.
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Sincerely,

LoLo M. MOLIGA,
Governor of American Samoa

cc: Honorable David Bernhardt, Acting Secretary of the Department of the Interior
Honorable Douglas Domenech, Assistant Secretary, Office of Insular & Inter-
national Affairs
Honorable Lemanu Peleti Mauga, Lieutenant Governor

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN SHORE & BEACH PRESERVATION

ASSOCIATION
April 11, 2019

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski The Honorable Betty McCollum
Chairwoman Chairwoman
Interior & Environment, Senate Appro- Interior & Environment, House Appro-

priations Committee priations Committee
U.S. Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20515
The Honorable Tom Udall The Honorable David Joyce
Ranking Member Ranking Member
Interior & Environment, Senate Appro- Interior & Environment, House Appro-

priations Committee priations Committee
U.S. Senate U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairwomen Murkowski and McCollum and Ranking Members Udall and
Joyce:

Since 1926, the American Shore & Beach Preservation Association (ASBPA), a
501(c)3 non-profit, has been dedicated to preserving, protecting and enhancing our
coasts by merging science and public policy. Our members are industry, local gov-
ernment officials, academics and residents of coastal districts; we are advocates for
healthy coastlines.

Testimony for Senate Interior, Environment and related agencies Appropriations
subcommittee for fiscal year 2020, for the U.S. Geological Survey and Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management.

1. Provide $46 million for the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Coastal-Marine Haz-
ards and Resources Program (CMHRP)

Coastal shoreline counties contribute $6.9 trillion to our GDP 1. Coastal habitats
including beaches, wetlands, mangroves and estuarine systems are some of the most
ecologically productive and economically important on earth.2 But perhaps most im-
portantly to communities that live along a coast, a healthy coastline provides protec-
tion of life and property from the hazards of living by the water—storm surge,
waves, and sea level rise. With this in mind, we ask you to increase funding for
USGS CMHRP beyond the administration’s request.

The research done by USGS CMHRP is critical for helping make coastal commu-
nities more resilient to extreme weather and less reliant on Federal recovery funds.
Working with its partners, the CMHRP delivers actionable assessments of coastal
hazards and helps to develop effective strategies for achieving more-resilient com-
munities. For example, CMHRP plans to develop improved methodologies to meas-
uring shoreline change data that covers not only sandy, but also coral and wetland
shorelines. Leveraging this data and through enhancement of existing models, the
CMHRP will be able to extend forecasts and projections of shoreline position to span
time scales from single storms to the end of the current century. Federal, State,
Tribal, local, and private-sector end-users incorporate these analyses to better un-

1NOAA, State of the Coast, 2012. http://stateofthecoast.noaa.gov/.
2Barbier, Et al, “The value of estuarine and coastal ecosystem services”, Ecological Mono-
graphs, 2011. http://www.esajournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1890/10-1510.1.
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derstand, anticipate, and reduce their risks through science-based decisionmaking.
Increased funding for the CMHRP will allow for improved real-time and long-term
storm forecasts, as well as data characterizing protective dunes and beaches.

ASBPA also strongly supports USGS’s agency-wide efforts to provide critical tools
and data to support coastal research and therefore improved coastal decision-
making. Whether by tracking hydrologic contaminants, deploying tools to improve
flood mapping or providing coastal LIDAR and imagery data-sets, USGS provides
critical information to the entire coastal scientific community. These programs
should be supported and funded to help improve the United States’ ability to plan
and prepare for coastal hazards.

2. Increase funding to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) Marine
Minerals Program (MMP) for environmental studies and to support:
a. Conveyance of Sand Resources
b. National Offshore Sand Inventory
c¢. Marine Mineral Information System

As a means of improving their resilience to coastal hazards, communities are in-
creasingly looking towards marine sediment for nature-based protection. The BOEM
Marine Minerals Program (MMP) facilitates access to non-energy marine minerals,
particularly sand and gravel, for shore protection and coastal restoration projects.
The National Offshore Sand Inventory and the Marine Mineral Information System
are excellent resources for managers to understand available resources while facili-
tating the sustainable and efficient management of our offshore marine minerals.
As communities continue to increase their resilience and assess their adaptation op-
tions, BOEM MMP will be a critical piece to their success.

Additionally, funding for environmental studies in the MMP will support the sci-
entific research and long-term monitoring of these resources that will help reduce
the impacts of these activities. For example, in fiscal year 2018, BOEM worked co-
operatively with the Civil Works and Regulatory Programs of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers to prepare several environmental documents and conduct independent
reviews evaluating the potential impacts from beach nourishment and coastal res-
toration projects, including the dredging of Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) sand and
its placement on recipient beaches. These efforts are vital to ensuring that the po-
tential impacts of OCS activities on the environment are understood and that appro-
priate protective measures are applied.

ASBPA also supports BOEM’s proposed creation of a specific Marine Minerals
budget activity line in fiscal year 2020.

3. Increase funding to U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) to address permitting

needs and reduce the consultation backlog

Consultation with resource agencies helps identify effective mitigation practices to
avoid or minimize harm to protected or managed species and habitat. Considering
the backlog in consultation provided by the USFWS and the increase in coastal res-
toration and shore protection projects, ASBPA encourages an increase in funding to
USFWS permitting resources to address these needs while still maintaining thor-
ough and necessary permitting review.

Sincerely,

Sl 8

Derek Brockbank
Executive Director

cc: Sens. Richard Shelby, Pat Leahy; Reps. Nita Lowey, Kay Granger; Chairs &
Ranking Members, Appropriations Committee

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF CRUELTY
TO ANIMALS

On behalf of our over 2 million supporters, the American Society for the Preven-
tion of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) appreciates this opportunity to submit testi-
mony to the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior, Environment and Re-
lated Agencies. Founded in 1866, the ASPCA is the first humane organization estab-
lished in the Americas and serves as the Nation’s leading voice for animal welfare.
We request that the subcommittee consider the following concerns when making fis-
cal year 2020 appropriations.
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WILD HORSES AND THE BLM

In the over 45 years since Congress charged the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) with protecting our country’s wild horses and burros, Americans have wit-
nessed the agency’s Wild Horse and Burro Program deteriorate into a continuous
cycle of costly roundups and removals with little regard for the preservation-focused
mandate specified in the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act or on-range
management of the herds. Our wild horses and burros should be revered as histor-
ical icons, treated humanely, and managed fairly and respectfully on our public
lands. Recognizing that the BLM’s Wild Horse and Burro Program is in dire need
of an overhaul, the ASPCA has partnered with a diverse group of stakeholders to
propose a non-lethal, humane, and long-term approach to on-range management
that would implement a sweeping fertility control program on the range and eventu-
ally release the BLM from a continuous cycle of round-ups, removals, and holdings.
We appreciate BLM’s acknowledgement of the need for reform in the Wild Horse
and Burro Program and are encouraged by their recognition of the need for long-
term strategies for on-range management that will require substantial investment
of resources. This approach will, within a few years, provide significant relief for the
range and enable all the stakeholders to come together around a single solution. It
is critical for the agency to commit to non-lethal management rather than pressing
to relax legal restrictions on sale to slaughter or mass killing of healthy horses. It
is also critical for the agency to augment its capacity for gathers and focus its atten-
tion on the high priority HMAs where horses, wildlife and the range are most at
risk. It is imperative that robust fertility control work begin immediately.

Prohigit BLM Funding for Euthanasia or Sale of Wild Horses as Management Meth-
ods

In December 2004, Congress passed the Consolidated Appropriations Act for fiscal
year 2005, which amended the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act to allow
for the sale of certain wild horses and burros. This instant transfer of title from the
U.S. Government to the individual purchaser strips key protections for wild mus-
tangs and burros, making them vulnerable to the still-thriving horse slaughter in-
dustry. Additionally, we take issue with the characterization of large-scale killing
of healthy wild horses as “euthanasia.” The agency currently has the authority to
euthanize old, sick or injured horses, but not healthy horses, as a means of popu-
lation control. If allowed, destruction of healthy horses would most likely be accom-
plished using gunshot from some distance. That is not humane euthanasia.

In past appropriations bills, Congress has repeatedly confirmed its opposition to
the slaughter of our Nation’s wild horses and burros; it did so most recently in the
fiscal year 2019 Consolidated Appropriations Act, the current funding vehicle for the
Department of Interior. The ASPCA requests that the subcommittee continue to in-
clude the following language: “Appropriations herein made shall not be available for
the destruction of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care of the Bu-
reau or its contractors or for the sale of wild horses and burros that results in their
destruction for processing into commercial products.”

Prohibit Forest Service Funding for Euthanasia or Sale of Wild Horses as Manage-
ment Methods

Past appropriations bills have not explicitly prohibited the Forest Service, which
also manages wild horses and burros under the 1971 Act, from managing horses
through lethal methods. This loophole was recently exploited when managers of the
Modoc National Forest proposed selling wild horses from the Devil’s Garden herd
without limits on slaughter. The House Interior subcommittee has included new lan-
guage to address this deficiency in their draft fiscal year 2020 bill. The ASPCA re-
quests that the subcommittee include the following language in the Senate bill:
“Funds appropriated to the Forest Service shall not be available for the destruction
of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the care of the Forest Service or
its contractors or for the sale of wild horses and burros that results in their destruc-
tion for processing into commercial products.”

implement Existing, and Explore New, Methods for On-Range and Off-Range Man-
agement
The Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act makes clear that on-range man-
agement should be preferred over roundup and removal as the primary method of
wild horse management. BLM has multiple options at its disposal to follow that
guidance. Effective, humane management will require a multifaceted approach. We
suggest that the following strategies be implemented simultaneously:
—Conduct targeted gathers and removals at densely populated Herd Management
Areas (HMAs) to reduce herd size in the short term.
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—Treat gathered horses with fertility control prior to returning them to the
range. This program should continue until 80-90 percent of mares on the range
have been treated, followed by continued consistent fertility control.

—Relocate horses in holding facilities, and those taken off the range, to large cost-
effective pasture facilities funded through public-private partnerships.

—Promote adoptions in order to reduce captive populations and costs.

The four tiers of this approach—gathers and removals, fertility treatment, public-
private partnerships, and adoptions—are crucial to the ultimate success of the pro-
gram. Failure to effectively implement any part of this program jeopardizes the suc-
cess of a holistic and sustainable wild horse and burro program. If employed cor-
rectly, this plan will result in a natural population decline over the next decade. We
support this humane, effective, and financially sustainable approach.

The ASPCA appreciates BLM’s public acknowledgement that fertility control
methods must be a significant part of wild horse population management. Porcine
Zona Pellucida (PZP), the contraceptive vaccine that has been used for decades to
manage horse and deer populations, is registered by EPA and commercially avail-
able. In fiscal year 2018, the BLM administered 702 fertility control treatments.!
If PZP is to be a serious part of the solution, its use must be increased to levels
that will significantly impact population growth. A 2013 National Academy of
Sciences report noted the promising capabilities of this and other forms of chemical
fertility control.2 The ASPCA recommends that the subcommittee direct BLM to
prioritize the use of fertility control to stem the population growth of wild horse and
burro herds.

The ASPCA strongly encourages the subcommittee to prioritize and robustly fund
humane on-range management methods, and innovative and humane off-range pro-
grams, as it crafts the fiscal year 2020 Interior appropriations bill.

[This statement was submitted by Nancy Perry, Senior Vice President, Govern-
ment Relations.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICANS FOR THE ARTS

Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the sub-
committee, thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony in support
of Federal funding for the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) at no less than
$167.5 million for fiscal year 2020, a $12.5 million increase over fiscal year 2019
funding. This would also match the funding level that the U.S. House Appropria-
tions Interior Subcommittee approved on May 15, 2019.

Americans for the Arts is the leading nonprofit organization for advancing the
arts and arts education in America. We have more than 55 years of service and are
dedicated to representing and serving the more than 5,000 local arts agencies in
every State. Together we work to ensure that every American has access to the
transformative power of the arts. I appreciate the opportunity to provide public com-
ment on the budget request for the NEA.

I was deeply troubled by the administration’s short-sightedness for the proposed
fiscal year 2018, 2019, and 2020 budgets calling for the elimination of the NEA. I
commend the bipartisan work from this committee, and Congress, in rejecting those
requests, and I know that I speak for the arts community in our appreciation to
Congress in appropriating an additional $2 million in funds for the NEA in fiscal
year 2019 over fiscal year 2018.

Receiving consecutive years of incremental funding increases, the NEA’s invest-
ment in every congressional district in the country now contributes to a $804.2 bil-
lion arts and culture industry in America according to our U.S. Department of Com-
merce, representing 4.3 percent of the annual GDP. The Nation’s arts and culture
indlistry supports 5 million jobs and yields a $25 billion trade surplus for our coun-
try.

This recent study by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis also found that 13
States had an average annual growth rate above the national average of 5.9 percent,
as measured over the three-year period of 2014-2016. These States were the fastest-
growing for the percentage of their gross State product coming from arts and cul-
tural industries and include: California (7.8 percent), Tennessee (7.8 percent), Flor-
ida (7.1 percent), Montana (6.6 percent), and Oregon (6.5 percent).

1“Program Data.” U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management. April 27,
2018. https://www.blm.gov/programs/wild-horse-and-burro/about-the-program/program-data.

2“Using Science to Improve the BLM Wild Horse and Burro Program: A Way Forward.” Na-
tional Research Council. The National Academies Press, 2013.

1U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, https://www.bea.gov/system/files/2019-03/acpsa0319.pdf
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Further, every NEA grant dollar leverages at least $9 in private and other public
funds, generating more than $500 million in matching support. This leveraging
power far surpasses the required non-Federal match of at least 1:1 and illustrates
why Federal support for the arts is uniquely valuable. The Federal investment in
the arts helps power the creative economy across the country.

Proportionally, the NEA’s budget is just 0.004 percent of the Federal budget. That
amounts to 47 cents per capita. In fact, the NEA budget has been losing its share
of Federal discretionary spending and failing to keep pace with inflation since 1992
when the appropriation was for $176 million. When adjusted for inflation, the NEA’s
1992 budget would today be more than twice the current budget.2

Regarding our request for fiscal year 2020, we hope that the NEA will receive
funding at the same level as the recent high point of $167.5 million, which Congress
appropriated on a bipartisan basis in fiscal year 2010.

We estimate that a $12.5 million increase, based on current NEA programming
would provide:

—An increase in the total amount for direct endowment grants by about $6 mil-
lion.

—An increase in the total number of direct grants by about 210.

—An increase of $4 million to the NEA’s State partnership agreement, which
would result in about 2,000 additional State grants.

—With the NEA estimation of a 9:1 return for each direct grant dollar, an 8 per-
cent funding level increase would be expected to leverage an additional $40 mil-
lion in non-Federal matching support.

NEA grants are remarkably far-reaching, and they touch many communities
which have fewer opportunities to experience the arts. According to the NEA, the
majority of direct grants go to small- and medium-sized organizations, which often
support projects for audiences that otherwise might not have access to arts program-
ming. In fiscal year 2017:

—Small-sized organizations (less than $500,000 in prior year expenditures) re-
ceived 31 percent of the NEA’s direct grants;

—Medium-sized organizations ($500,000 to $2 million in prior year expenditures)
received about 34 percent; and

—Large organizations (over $2 million) received 35 percent of direct grant awards.

In examining the communities that NEA grants touch, it is important to note
that:

—40 percent of NEA-supported activities take place in high-poverty neighbor-
hoods;

—36 percent of NEA grants go to organizations that reach underserved popu-
lations such as people with disabilities, people in institutions, and veterans; and

—33 percent of NEA grants serve low-income audiences.3

I'd like to highlight one very important NEA initiative—that of the Creative
Forces program. An increase in funding for the NEA is vital in order to sustain and
expand important work that serves the needs of military service members and vet-
erans who have been diagnosed with traumatic brain injury (TBI) and psychological
health conditions. Much of this work is being supported through targeted programs
such as the NEA’s Creative Forces Military Healing Arts Network (administered
through a cooperative agreement with Americans for the Arts), as well as commu-
nity arts engagement programs receiving Federal grants and State and local arts
agencies. The modest investment in government funding for arts and health in the
military is instrumental in allowing military service members and veterans to heal
and successfully reintegrate into society and their communities, as well as sup-
porting military families and caregivers in their pathway to health and well-being.

The Creative Forces program—currently at 11 clinical sites—utilizes 14 NEA-
funded and four DoD/VA-funded creative arts therapists (CATs), who are integrated
into interdisciplinary treatment teams providing art therapy, music therapy, dance/
movement therapy, and creative writing instruction for service members with TBI
and associated psychological health issues. In 2018, more than 16,000 patient en-
counters took place, and over 3,000 new patients were served. Additionally, the pro-
gram significantly invests in related research, with 11 new studies underway and
nine already published.

2 Americans for the Arts, https://www.americansforthearts.org/sites/default/files/
1.%20National %20Endowment%20for%20the%20Arts_ 0.pdf

3 National Endowment for the Arts, https://www.arts.gov/sites/default/files/
NEA Quick Facts 2018 V.1.pdf.
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Throughout the country, we see an increase of arts and military programs funded
by State and local public and private sources catalyzed by the Federal investment.
Many of the creative arts therapies and community arts engagement programs that
are making a difference in the lives of our military service members, veterans, their
families, and caregivers are being documented and networked through Americans
for the Arts’ National Initiative for Arts & Health in the Military. Several examples
here are administered and take place in your districts:

—The Montana Museum of Arts & Culture at the University of Montana in Mis-
soula, Montana, features an exhibit of the POW collection of art by veteran and
artist Ben Steele. Mr. Steele, 98, who lives in Billings, is a World War II vet-
eran and Bataan Death March survivor. As a prisoner he created drawings doc-
umenting the Japanese invasion of the Philippines and the capture of POWs.
%‘/[hes?l artworks are among the very few firsthand accounts of the Bataan Death

arch.

—Thalia Mara Hall in Jackson, Mississippi, with the Sonny Montgomery VA Cen-
ter hosted the 2016 National Creative Arts Festival Stage Show. Each year ap-
proximately 120 Veterans from VA medical facilities across the Nation exhibit
their artwork or perform musical, dance, drama, or original writing selections
that are chose from year-long competitions held at their local facilities.

—Military Experience & the Arts in Morgantown, West Virginia, works with vet-
erans and their families to publish creative prose, poetry, and artwork. Volun-
teers include college professors, professional authors, veterans’ advocates, and
clinicians. Veterans and their families pay nothing for the services.

—The Spiva Center for the Arts in Joplin, Missouri, is designated nationally as
a Blue Star Museum, a collaboration between the NEA, Blue Star Families, the
Department of Defense, and Museums Across America. Spiva Center for the
Arts’ Vet Art program was established in early 2017 to serve military veterans
in the Joplin region. Vet Art offers free art workshops to veterans and their
families providing camaraderie, reintegration into their communities, and an
outlet for self-expression.

Continuing and expanding creative arts therapies and community arts engage-
ment programs is essential to reaching military veterans with TBI and post-trau-
matic stress. For example, 85 percent of military patients say art therapy is helpful
to their healing and military patients consistently rate art therapy among the top
four treatments out of more than 40 health interventions offered.

This work is vital for active duty military, staff, veterans, their families, and care-
givers across the military, public, private, and nonprofit sectors. It will advance the
policy, practice, and quality use of arts and creativity as tools for health in the mili-
tary, better ensuring the readiness, resilience, and retention, while assisting the
eventual reintegration from military to civilian life.

In sum, Federal funding fosters investment, spurs job-related growth, expands
educational opportunities, helps our country, and provides for the preservation of
our heritage.

Thank you for your consideration and support of at least $167.5 million for the
NEA in the fiscal year 2020 budget, and, as always, we stand ready to assist and
remain focused on increasing funding for the Endowments in the coming months.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ANIMAL WELFARE INSTITUTE

The Animal Welfare Institute, a national animal welfare advocacy nonprofit orga-
nization, asks the subcommittee to maintain adequate funding levels for crucial
wildlife programs and to include measures to protect wild horses, bats, and other
at-risk species.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT (BLM)—WILD FREE-ROAMING HORSES AND BURROS

The BLM continues to mismanage America’s wild horses and burros, relying on
an endless cycle of costly removals from public lands instead of implementing viable
solutions, such as immunocontraception to control fertility rates and manage these
animals in their natural habitats. We ask the Committee to urge the agency to im-
plement the use of the porcine zona pellucida (PZP) vaccine, as per the National
Academy of Sciences recommendation. Moreover, we strongly support the continued
inclusion of the Committee’s language to ensure that the BLM does not destroy wild
horses and burros: “Appropriations herein made shall not be available for the de-
struction of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros in the case of the Bureau
or its contractors or for the sale of wild horses and burros that results in their de-
struction for processing into commercial products.”
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The BLM is attempting for the third time to move forward with a controversial
experiment using federally protected horses that would subject wild mares to an
invasive surgical procedure known as “ovariectomy via colpotomy,” which involves
blindly locating the ovaries and severing them using a rod-like tool while the animal
remains conscious. In its report on wild horse management, the NAS explicitly
warned BLM against using this procedure due to the risks of serious complications.
We ask the Committee to include language ensuring that funds shall not be made
available to implement the “ovariectomy via colpotomy” experiments, as well as re-
port language directing the BLM to forgo using wild horse and burro management
methods that the NAS has recommended against using.

FOREST SERVICE—WILD FREE-ROAMING HORSES AND BURROS

In the fall of 2018, the Forest Service announced that it would sell rounded-up
wild horses from the Devil’s Garden wild horse territory without restrictions or limi-
tations on slaughter. The FS has traditionally abided by Congress’s clear intent on
this matter—namely, the explicit restrictions enacted through the Interior appro-
priations bill to prevent the BLM from selling wild horses for slaughter. However,
the FS now contends that the agency is not covered by this language, and seeks to
move forward with plans to sell federally protected wild horses “without limitation.”
Appropriations language is needed to clarify that the FS is similarly bound by re-
strictions regarding the commercial destruction of wild horses. We urge the Com-
mittee to incorporate language that mirrors the provisions that bar the BLM from
facilitating the destruction of healthy, unadopted wild horses and burros. The re-
cently released fiscal year 2020 House Interior bill includes such language, so we
urge the Senate to do the same.

TROPHY HUNTING

We urge you to include language prohibiting the use of funds for:

—Issuing any permit authorizing import into or export from the United States of
a sport-hunted species that is listed or proposed to be listed under section 4(c)
as a threatened species or endangered species.

—Issuing any permit authorizing import from any country of a sport-hunted
threatened or endangered species until the Secretary determines that the coun-
try where the animal was killed adequately provides for the conservation, moni-
toring, and reporting for that species, including but not limited to:

(A) the country where the animal was killed has a management plan for that
species based on the best available science that addresses existing threats
to the species; provides a significant conservation benefit to the species;
formally coordinates with adjacent countries to protect transboundary
populations; and ensures that any take is sustainable and does not con-
tribute to the species’ decline in either the short-term or long-term ac-
cording to current population estimates derived through use of the best
available science;

(B) the management plan required in subsection (3)(A) is fully funded and is
being actively implemented; and

(C) the country where the animal was killed demonstrates transparency, ac-
countability, and verifiability in governance to ensure that any benefits,
including revenue from such taking, materially, directly, and substan-
tially benefits the conservation of that species.

—Issuing any permit authorizing import from any country of a sport-hunted
threatened or endangered species until the Secretary has made a finding, after
public notice and comment pursuant to section 553 of title 5 USC, that hunting
of the species in such country enhances the propagation or survival of the spe-
cies.

—Issuing any permit authorizing import of a sport-hunted trophy of an elephant
or lion taken in Tanzania, Zimbabwe, or Zambia.

In 2014 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) issued a rule banning the im-
portation of African elephant trophies from Tanzania and Zimbabwe into the United
States. A 2016 decision by the U.S. District Court of the District of Columbia upheld
FWS’s 2014 ban, finding that sport hunting of elephants in Zimbabwe would not en-
hance the survival of the species. In addition, the FWS suspended imports of sport-
hunted African lions after they were listed under the Endangered Species Act in
2015. However, since October 2017, FWS has tried to reverse the bans on importing
both African elephant and lion trophies. In March 2018, in apparent disregard for
President Trump’s negative comments regarding trophy hunting, the agency issued
a memo announcing that decisions about whether to approve importation of sport-
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hunted elephant and lion trophies would be made on a “case-by-case basis,” rather
than having rules that apply to specific species and countries of origin.

INTERNATIONAL WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COUNCIL

We urge you to include language prohibiting the use of funds for the International
Wildlife Conservation Council of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.

The stated goal of the International Wildlife Conservation Council is to boost pub-
lic awareness of the “benefits that result from U.S. citizens traveling to foreign na-
tions to engage in hunting.” However, trophy hunting is unethical, unpopular, and
of unproven conservation value. Furthermore, the IWCC is duplicative of other
councils and a wasteful use of government funding. The Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act requires that “new advisory committees should be established only when
they are determined to be essential and their number should be kept to the min-
imum necessary.” This council is not essential, and its function is already covered
by the very broad mandate of the Wildlife and Hunting Heritage Conservation
Council. Despite its nonessential function, this 18-person council meets twice per
year with “travel expenses, including per diem,” covered by US taxpayer dollars.
The makeup of this new council is also of significant concern, with designated seats
for representatives of the firearms and ammunition industries, who have no sci-
entific or conservation expertise. There is no seat at the table for experts with a
scientific or conservation focus. Furthermore, the Trump administration has already
abandoned other, more legitimate and effective efforts to address these issues. For
instance, the administration has not held a meeting of the Wildlife Trafficking Advi-
sory Council or the Federal Interagency Task Force on Wildlife Trafficking created
by President Obama.

TRAPPING-FUNDING REQUEST: $300,000 OVER 3 YEARS

We urge you to direct the Secretary to institute a 3-year pilot program that re-
places the use of body-gripping traps by agency personnel with humane alternative
methods and equipment with only 2 exceptions: When the body-gripping trap is
used either to (1) control documented, invasive species to achieve resource manage-
ment objectives where humane alternative methods are documented to have been
ineffective; or (2) protect a species that is listed as an endangered or threatened
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) or is treated by
the Forest Service as a sensitive species and where humane alternative methods are
documented to have been ineffective. The exceptions apply only under the following
conditions: (1) such use of a body-gripping trap is in accordance with applicable
State and Federal law; (2) prior to using a body-gripping trap, all available humane
alternative methods for such control or protection, respectively, are attempted; and
(3) such attempts are documented in writing, and such documentation is maintained
at the headquarters of the department that employs the individual engaging in such
attempt, and is published on the department’s website.

Body-gripping traps, such as strangling snares, Conibear traps, steel-jaw leghold
traps, and enclosed foothold traps, are inhumane and inherently nonselective. The
nontarget animals caught in these traps include threatened and endangered species,
as well as family pets. These traps do not belong on public lands where families
enjoy spending time outdoors, and where anyone who trips a trap can become a vic-
tim.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE: ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FUNDING

We are deeply concerned by a lack of adequate funding for Ecological Services,
and urge the Committee to commit the maximum possible funding to this crucial
program area responsible for implementing the Endangered Species Act. The fiscal
year 2019 funding level of $247.8 million is barely sufficient for the agency to carry
out basic administrative functions required under the ESA, and does not enable the
staffing necessary to address the backlog of hundreds of species awaiting listing de-
cisions or other time-sensitive actions mandated by the law. ES requires a budget
of at least $486 million across its five programs to begin to make up for lost ground
and put species on the path to recovery. Critically, this includes ensuring every list-
ed species receives a minimum of $50,000 per year for recovery.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM FUNDING

We support the administration’s proposed fiscal year 2020 increase of $23 million
for the National Wildlife Refuge System, given the crucial role that refuges across
the country play in species conservation and nonconsumptive outdoor recreation.
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USFWS: OFFICE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT FUNDING

We support the administration’s proposed fiscal year 2020 increase of $327,000 for
the Office of Law Enforcement at FWS. In particular, we support the increase of
$986,000 for the wildlife trafficking account. The OLE is one of the most important
lines of defense for wildlife both at home and abroad.

USFWS: INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS FUNDING

We support the administration’s proposed fiscal year 2020 increase of $807,000 for
International Affairs. In particular, we support the additional $1 million for the
wildlife trafficking account. The activities undertaken by IA build capacity and de-
velop partnerships with other nations for species conservation, which enables max-
imum cooperation in fighting the terrorist organizations and international crime
syndicates that profit from wildlife trafficking. It is important to ensure adequate
funding to continue implementing Public Law 114-231, the Eliminate, Neutralize,
and Disrupt (END) Wildlife Trafficking Act of 2016. Additionally, adequate funding
for implementation of agreements made under the Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) facilitates inter-
national cooperation and solidifies the US’s leadership role on conservation issues.

WHITE-NOSE SYNDROME IN BATS

We urge the Committee to maintain funding amounts and directives from S. Rpt.
115-276, as endorsed by the fiscal year 2019 Consolidated Appropriations Act, H.
Rpt. 116-9: Fish and Wildlife Service Science Support, $3.5 million (including $2
million for species recovery); FWS Wildlife Program, $2.5 million for WNS studies;
and to continue to lead on and implement the North American Bat Monitoring Pro-
gram.

Thanks to consistent funding from Congress, the USFWS and its partners have
made great strides in understanding and responding to WNS. The success of the na-
tional plan is heartening not only for the long term survival of bats but also for
being a template for responding to future disease outbreaks. According to USFWS
scientist Jeremy Coleman, who oversees the plan, “the multidisciplinary efforts
spearheaded by USFWS represent the kinds of strategy needed for future responses
to such epidemics. WNS and other fungal pathogens-diseases-that harm wildlife are
on the rise, due to increased human visits to previously remote places . . . and also
climate change . . . ”

[This statement was submitted by Nancy Blaney, Director, Government Affairs.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASIAN AND PACIFIC ISLANDER AMERICANS IN HISTORIC
PRESERVATION, HISPANIC ACCESS FOUNDATION, AND LATINOS IN HERITAGE CON-
SERVATION

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski The Honorable Tom Udall

Chairman Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Interior, Environment Subcommittee on Interior, Environment
and Related Agencies and Related Agencies

Senate Committee on Appropriations Senate Committee on Appropriations

131 Dirksen Senate Office Building 131 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:

Asian and Pacific Islander Americans in Historic Preservation, Hispanic Access
Foundation, Latinos in Heritage Conservation, and the undersigned 43 groups and
66 individuals encourage the Committee on Appropriations to support the Underrep-
resented Communities Civil Rights Grant with a $30 million appropriation for fiscal
year 2020.

Funded through the National Park System’s Historic Preservation Fund (HPF),
the Underrepresented Communities Civil Rights Grant program would use non-tax
payer dollars to partner with States and Tribes to help save important places in our
communities. The HPF provides matching grants to State and Tribal historic preser-
vation offices to support surveys of historic resources, training, nominations to the
National Register of Historic Places, and grants to local jurisdictions. HPF was es-
tablished in 1977, is currently authorized at $150 million per year, and is funded
by Outer Continental Shelf oil lease revenues, not tax dollars. These funds are spent
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locally on preservation projects, with selection decisions made at the State level. In
short, it makes preservation possible.

Historic preservation projects assisted by grants like the existing African Amer-
ican Civil Rights Grant Program generate billions of dollars in heritage tourism an-
nually, while helping public and private partners tell unique and powerful stories
of the African American struggle for equality in the 20th Century.

The expansion of the program to the Underrepresented Communities Civil Rights
Grants will increase the program’s impact by not only documenting, interpreting,
and preserving the sites and stories related to a more inclusive story of American
history, but also increasing the audience appeal for such projects. This proposed pro-
gram expansion is an opportunity to multiply the economic impact of the existing
program across the United States.

A review by the National Historic Landmarks Committee found that less than 8
percent (8 percent) of designated landmarks specifically represented the stories of
Native Americans, African Americans, American Latinos, Asian Americans, Pacific
Islanders, women, LGBTQ, and other underrepresented groups. There are few sites
associated with these groups despite their long histories in the United States from
the earliest settlement of the country to the economic development of the West to
the desegregation of public schools in the 20th century and political influence in the
21st.

Including women, these groups make up more than 50 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation. Representation matters; this Federal grant will allow us to narrate our sto-
ries, which may be misrepresented or otherwise ignored within a larger society, with
accuracy and dignity. This promotes understanding and compassion and has the
power to lessen social inequalities.

All Americans should be able to see themselves, their history, and their potential
in both our collective story and our national landscape. As you consider fiscal year
2020 funding levels, we hope that you will continue the broad bi-partisan support
for this National Park Service grant program that is vitally important to preserving

so many more of our great American stories.

Sincerely,

Asian and Pacific Islander Americans in Historic Preservation

Hispanic Access Foundation
Latinos in Heritage Conservation

Co-Signed by:

2021

African American Community, Cultural,
and Educational Society

Alamo City Democracy Project

American Anthropological Association

American Association for State and Local
History

American Cultural Resources Association

Asian American Studies Department and
Center, UCLA

Coalition for American Heritage

Connecticut Trust for Historic
Preservation

Curba

Chispa, League of Conservation Voters

Documents of Resistance

Esperanza Peace and Justice Center

Filipino American National Historical
Society—Metro New York City
Chapter

Filipino American National Historical
Society

GLBT Historical Society

Hispanic Federation

Indiana Landmarks

Landmarks Illinois

Latino Outdoors

National LGBTQ Center for the Arts

National Parks Conservation Association

National Trust for Historic Preservation

Native American Land Conservancy

Native Womens Wilderness

Nature For All

OCA Greater Chicago

Pratt Institute

Preservation Chicago

Preservation Texas

Society for American Archaeology

Society for Historical Archaeology

Spanish Heritage Foundation of
Riverside

St. Mary’s University

Tataviam Land Conservancy

The National Council of Asian Pacific
Americans (NCAPA)

Turning Wheel—University of San Diego

UC Davis Library/Bulosan Center for
Filipino Studies

University of California, Riverside Public
History Program

University of Houston

University of Maryland, College Park

UT Austin

Westside Preservation Alliance
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSINIBOINE AND SIOUX RURAL WATER SYSTEM
FORT PECK RESERVATION RURAL WATER SYSTEM ($3,210,000)

The Assiniboine and Sioux Rural Water Supply System (ASRWSS) submits this
testimony in strong support of continued Operations, Maintenance, and Replace-
ment Costs associated with the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System in the
Bureau of Indian Affairs’ Construction Account. The water system is authorized by
an act of Congress (Public Law 106-382).

The Assiniboine and Sioux Rural Water Supply System Board is a newly tribally
chartered agency charged with the construction and operation of the Assiniboine
and Sioux Rural Water Supply System, which is the part of the Fort Peck Reserva-
tion Rural Water System that is on the Fort Peck Indian Reservation. We are strong
partners with Dry Prairie Rural Water Supply System, which operates the part of
the Project that is off the Reservation.

The most basic of governmental function is the delivery of clean, safe drinking
water and we are honored that the Fort Peck Tribal Executive Board has entrusted
to us this most basic duty of government. The ASRWSS wants to thank the sub-
committee for the full funding of Operations, Maintenance, and Replacement
(OM&R) costs of the Water Project at $2,634,000 in fiscal year 2019.

As the Project works toward completion our OM&R needs continue to increase.
Thus, for fiscal year 2020 we will need an additional $576,000 for total level of fund-
ing at $3.210 million OM&R funding for the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water
System for fiscal year 2020, within appropriations to the Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) Construction account.

This funding increase of $576,000 is necessary for this System to safely operate
with the correct level of staff and operating supplies, including chemicals. The Sys-
tem will provide drinking water to more than 20,000 residents in Northeast Mon-
tana in 2020 and several social and governmental agencies, including the BIA Agen-
cy Office, Poplar Schools, and Poplar hospital, Medicine Lake National Wildlife Ref-
uge, Fort Union Trading Post National Historic site, as well as several towns includ-
ing Wolf Point, Frazier, Culbertson, and Medicine Lake. The population served at
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the end of 2016 was less than 10,000. By the end of 2020, a projected 98 percent
of the current Reservation Service population will be served.

The Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System was authorized by the Fort Peck
Reservation Rural Water System Act of 2000, Public Law 106-382. The measure en-
sures a safe and adequate municipal, rural and industrial water supply for the resi-
dents of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation and assists the citizens of Roosevelt,
Sheridan, Daniels, and Valley Counties in Montana develop safe and adequate mu-
nicipal, rural and industrial water supplies.

As noted in the President’s previous budget requests:

Groundwater from shallow alluvial aquifers . . . for the municipal
systems . . . is generally poor with concentrations of iron, manganese, sodium,
sulfates, bicarbonates and total dissolved solids above recommended standards.

We must timely remedy this health risk.

The Project called for the construction of a single treatment plant on the Missouri
River near Poplar, Montana that distributes water through 3,200 miles of pipeline
to both the Reservation Tribal system and, through three interconnections, to the
Dry Prairie system. A single water source on the Missouri River replaced nearly two
dozen individual community water sources ensuring a clean, plentiful and safe
water supply.

As a result of the success of the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System, both
on the Assiniboine and Sioux Reservation and off-Reservation communities, alter-
native water sources have been capped. There is no safe, reliable alternative if the
on-Reservation 30,000 square foot water treatment plant, Missouri River intake,
pumping stations and related infrastructure were to cease operations.

The Federal legislation authorizing the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water Sys-
tem requires that the OM&R of the Assiniboine and Sioux Rural Water Supply Sys-
tem—the portion on the Reservation that is held in trust by the Federal Govern-
ment—be paid in full by the BIA as a Federal obligation. This is consistent with
the Federal trust responsibility to the Tribes who were promised a permanent home
when we agreed to move to the Reservation. A permanent home requires safe drink-
ing water. If this funding is not made available to the Tribes, this system will have
to shut down and all of the people, towns, and Federal, Tribal, State, public and
private agencies, and businesses will have no source of drinking water.

Thus, the $3.210 million requested in fiscal year 2020 for the OM&R of this vital
infrastructure project is critical. At about 1 percent of the total $300-plus million
Federal investment in the project, the OM&R costs to protect public health and the
Federal investment made over the last 17 years is a wise and prudent use of Fed-
eral funds—and represents good stewardship of the Federal investment of taxpayer
funds in the infrastructure project.

The increased funding of $576,000, over the fiscal year 2019 level for the OM&R
of the Project, is needed as the Project buildout continues and has increased the
population served by the rural water system. The expansion of the system requires
additional personnel and other costs (power, chemicals, repairs, replacements and
improvements) to operate and maintain the water treatment plant and associated
facilities, including the intake, pipelines, pumping stations and reservoirs, to con-
tinue to meet the expanded service. Already, short-life components of the rural
water system must be replaced to maintain the peak efficiency and reliability of the
system.

If Congress does not appropriate the required funds for OM&R, as the law states,
then this System will not operate, and the people of Northeast Montana will have
no drinking water.

Again, we thank the subcommittee for the continued support of the Fort Peck Res-
ervation Rural Water System.

[This statement was submitted by Bill Whitehead, Chairman.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSINIBOINE AND SIOUX TRIBES OF THE FORT PECK
RESERVATION

I am Floyd Azure, Chairman of the Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck
Reservation. I would like to thank the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee for the
opportunity to submit testimony concerning fiscal year 2020 appropriations for the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and Indian Health Service (IHS).

The Fort Peck Reservation is in northeast Montana, 40 miles west of the North
Dakota border, and 50 miles south of the Canadian border, with the Missouri River
defining its southern border. The Reservation encompasses over two million acres
of land. We have approximately 12,000 enrolled Tribal members, with approxi-
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mately 7,000 Tribal members living on the Reservation. We have a total Reservation
population of approximately 11,000 people.

Congress has long recognized that the foundation for economic development and
prosperity in Indian Country lay in community stability, which begins with infra-
structure such as safe drinking water, roads, public safety, and healthcare. We
thank the subcommittee for its longs standing support of Tribal programs within the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of Indian Education and Indian Health Service
which are core Federal programs serving the Fort Peck Reservation and our mem-
bers. We cannot support the President’s budget proposal which proposes cuts to pro-
grams vital to Tribes. In our view, reducing funds for these Federal program—crit-
ical to addressing the many challenges facing Tribal governments and Indian peo-
ple—is poor policy.

HUMAN SERVICES: SUBSTANCE ABUSE, SUICIDE, INDIAN CHILD WELFARE

We appreciate the subcommittee’s continued commitment to addressing substance
abuse and the consequential challenges that arise from this plague. When someone
is suffering from addiction it is not just the person who is impacted, but the entire
family. For Tribal communities, it is the entire Tribe that bears the impacts of fami-
lies torn apart by substance abuse. We face higher poverty, higher foster care rates,
higher suicide rates, and in the end our people die at far younger ages than the
rest of the United States.

This last summer we had a rash of heroin overdoses, including two fatal overdoses
in 1 month. Every month a child is born testing positive for meth or some other
drug. We have entire families that are using, from grandmothers to grandchildren.
There is no doubt that addiction is the leading cause of the 100 children that we
have in foster care now. We, as a people, cannot survive if we do not acknowledge
that what we are doing now is not working.

This level of social dysfunction in communities is no doubt the cause of the high
suicide rate in our communities. The suicide rate on Montana Reservations is 22
percent higher than the rest of Montana. And for Fort Peck, a 2016 study indicated
that 13 percent of our youth attempted suicide, that means that more than 1 in 10
of our children have tried to take their own lives.

While these statistics are startling, the tragedy is overwhelming for our families
and communities because each of these statistics is a child, mother, father, sister,
or brother. This last summer on our Reservation Michael Lee, a 13-year old boy took
his life. This boy, this baby really, had a family that loved him. He played sports.
He was determined to go to college. In many people’s minds he had so much promise
and was fortunate to have a family to support him. But something happened to him
and we lost this child. Who knows what we as a Tribe lost because this young man
lost hope and took his own life. He could have been a Tribal leader, a teacher, a
scientist, a doctor, or maybe what we need most, a strong role model as a father.
I can only tell you that it is time that we stop burying our children and start work-
ing together to combat this tragedy.

We would urge the Members of the subcommittee to continue to emphasize the
need for additional mental health and substance abuse treatment services in Indian
Country. In particular, we support the effort to develop a Special Behavioral Pilot
Program similar to the Special Diabetes for Indians Program to combat behavioral/
mental health issues among American Indian and Alaska Natives in a holistic and
culturally appropriate way. We know that having a consistently funded program di-
rectly targeted to combating diabetes has reduced amputations and lowered diabetes
rates throughout Indian Country. It is time that we have the same kind of program
to target behavioral and mental health issues that our Tribal members face.

We also continue support the increased funding for BIA Social Service Programs,
including our Indian Child Welfare programs, and the Tiwahe Initiative. We have
to address these issues in a holistic fashion. We must work with individuals as they
work to rebuild their lives and their families. We cannot look at a person as one
dimensional. The same person who is dealing with addiction is often dealing with
child custody issues, health issues, housing issues, and criminal issues. Thus, we
need a team of people and programs to work collaboratively with a person to attack
each of these challenges. These challenges can and often do overwhelm Tribal mem-
bers. But if they know that there is a network of Tribal services and programs and
dedicated people to help them stand on their own and work through their life’s chal-
lenges, they can gain the confidence to improve themselves and return to their fami-
lies and community as productive individuals.



35

BIA ROAD MAINTENANCE

We are again appreciative of subcommittee’s recognition of the importance of
transportation safety and economic development on Indian reservations by increas-
ing fiscal year 2020 funding for the BIA Road Maintenance Program to $35.8 mil-
lion. Motor Vehicle deaths on Reservations is one of the leading causes of deaths
in Indian Country and the poor condition of our roads is no doubt a leading factor
in this.

FORT PECK RESERVATION RURAL SUPPLY SYSTEM

I want to express my appreciation to the subcommittee for its continued support
of the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System. The full funding that the sub-
committee provided in fiscal year 2019 is critical to the continued operation of this
vital project. I also fully endorse the funding request of the Assiniboine and Sioux
Rural Water Board, a newly chartered Tribal Agency now charged with the con-
struction and operation and maintenance of this critical rural water system.

CONCLUSION

We thank the subcommittee for the opportunity to present testimony concerning
the Bureau of Indian Affairs and Indian Health Service fiscal year 2020 budget.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCIES

On behalf of the Association of Air Pollution Control Agencies (AAPCA),! thank
you for the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding the fiscal year 2020
budget for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). AAPCA’s State and
local members are directly responsible for planning and implementing air quality
regulations designed to protect public health, and believe that stable and adequate
resources are core to fulfilling Clean Air Act obligations. As your subcommittee be-
gins the fiscal year 2020 appropriations process, AAPCA members specifically re-
quest that State and local air quality management grants under the State and Trib-
al Assistance Grant (STAG) program be funded at a level at least equal to fiscal
year 2019.

The Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2019 (H.J. Res. 31), signed into law on Feb-
ruary 15 of this year, provided approximately $3.605 billion in funding for the STAG

rogram. Of this funding, $1.077 billion was directed to categorical grants, including
§228.219 million for State and Local Air Quality Management Grants and $87 mil-
lion for the Diesel Emission Reductions Grant program, an increase of $12 million
from fiscal year 2018 enacted levels.2

The investment in these programs, which can make up to an average of 27 per-
cent of environmental agency budgets, provide critical assistance to State and local
air agencies, which maximize these funds through strict budgeting, creative pro-
gramming, and best practices. Activities that are funded include a broad range of
responsibilities essential to fulfilling Clean Air Act mandates, include planning,
training, developing emissions inventories and rules, modeling, monitoring, permit-
ting, inspections, and enforcing key elements of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), air toxics, and regional haze programs. By amplifying Federal
grant resources, especially under Section 103 and 105 of the Clean Air Act, agencies
have achieved significant success in air quality.4

The President’s budget proposal for fiscal year 2020 was released by the White
House on March 11, 2019, and requests $6.068 billion for U.S. EPA, or $2.76 billion
(31 percent) less than appropriated by Congress in fiscal year 2019.5 U.S. EPA’s Fis-
cal Year 2020 Justification of Appropriation Estimates for the Committee on Appro-
priations details a proposed 35 percent reduction in funding for the STAG program,

1AAPCA is a national, non-profit, consensus-driven organization focused on assisting State
and local air quality agencies and personnel with implementation and technical issues associ-
ated with the Federal Clean Air Act. AAPCA represents more than 45 State and local air agen-
cies, and senior officials from 22 State environmental agencies sit on the AAPCA Board of Direc-
tors. AAPCA is housed in Lexington, Kentucky as an affiliate of The Council of State Govern-
ments. More information regarding AAPCA can be found at: www.cleanairact.org.

2H.J.Res.31—Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2019 (Public Law 116-6). Funding levels prior
to rescissions.

3 https://www.ecos.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/fiscal year 18—EPA-Budget-Letter.pdf.

4 AAPCA, State Air Trends & Successes: The StATS Report, April 22, 2019

5 https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/budget-fy2020.pdf.



36

including a nearly 45 percent reduction in categorical grants.¢® The budget request
for U.S. EPA also seeks a 30 percent decrease in funds for State and local air qual-
ity management grants, along with the proposed elimination of several air quality
programs.

AAPCA recognizes that your subcommittee is in the early stages of the fiscal year
2020 appropriations process and appreciates that Congress did not adopt figures
similar to those proposed by the administration for the past two fiscal years. In fact,
since fiscal year 2009 the annual change in funding for State and local air quality
management grants has been less than 3 percent, with an average of $230 million
provided each of those years.?” AAPCA members believe that these long-term, stable
resources have had consequential impacts on air pollution control efforts that have
been able to accommodate substantial national economic and population growth.8

In addition to funding State and local air quality management grants at a level
at least equal to fiscal year 2019, AAPCA members would also like to highlight the
importance of retaining funding for fine particulate matter (PM,s) monitoring under
Section 103 of the Clean Air Act, rather than through Section 105. Section 103 does
not require State and local agencies to match funds, as is stipulated in Section 105.
Should this funding authority be transitioned as proposed,? agency budgets could be
adversely impacted.

As your subcommittee develops the budget for U.S. EPA through the appropria-
tions process, AAPCA members ask for continued stability and support of funding
to carry out core Clean Air Act activities. Appropriately funded State and local air
quality management grants underscore foundational components of cooperative Fed-
eralism, allowing air agencies to continue the important and essential work that has
driven success in air quality and provide stability for entities that rely on their ex-
pertise.

Thank you for your attention to this testimony. AAPCA’s State and local members
look forward to working with your Subcommittee as Congress develops its priorities
for fiscal year 2020 appropriations. If you have any questions, please contact Mr.
Jason Sloan, Executive Director, at jsloan@csg.org.

Sincerely,

am
/ //’fz/ f’/ /é/ 7

NANCY VEHR

Administrator, Air Quality Division,

Wyoming Department of Environmental
Quality

President, AAPCA

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE AGENCIES

Thank you for the opportunity to submit recommendations for fiscal year 2020 ap-
propriations. The Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies’ (AFWA) mission, which
has not changed significantly from our founding in 1902, is to protect State agency
authority to conserve and manage the fish and wildlife within their borders, and all
50 States (States) are members. We strive to facilitate cooperation between State
and Federal agencies, conservation NGOs, and private landowners to conserve our
Nation’s fish, wildlife, and their habitats.

Thank you for the final fiscal year 2019 funding levels for fish, wildlife, and con-
servation programs, and we look forward to working with you as we enter another
challenging budget cycle and fiscal environment to enact consistent funding levels
with fiscal year 2019, and in some cases higher. Fish and wildlife conservation pro-
grams need funding today to preclude more costly Federal endeavors tomorrow. We
will not succeed by trying to balance the budget on the backs of conservation pro-
grams. A continuation of this policy will prove only to be costlier in the long-term.

6 https://www.epa.gov/planandbudget/cj.

7Figures assume dollars not adjusted for inflation.

8U.S. EPA, Our Nation’s Air: Status and Trends Through 2017, July 31, 2018. Section: Air
Quality Improves as America Grows.

9U.S. EPA, “fiscal year 2020 National Program Manager Guidance Monitoring Appendix,”
March 2019. DRAFT.
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UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE (FWS)

Fish and Aquatic Conservation (FAC).—Of priority is the National Fish Hatchery
Operations line item that supports the Aquatic Animal Drug Approval Partnership
(AADAP), Fish Health Centers, Fish Technology Centers, Fish Hatcheries, Fish Pas-
sage, the National Fish Habitat Partnership, Wild Fish Health Survey, and Mass
Marking program all of which meet needs of States, Tribes, and the Federal Govern-
ment. The need for FDA-approved drugs for use in aquaculture and fisheries man-
agement is a national challenge, and AADAP provides the “cornerstone” of partner-
ship efforts. AFWA recommends maintaining fiscal year 2019 funding levels for Na-
tional Fish Hatchery Operations and programs, and we request $11 million more
for the mass marking initiative in the Pacific Northwest and the Great Lakes re-
gion, of which $4.5 million is for the Great Lakes region. Funding for the deferred
maintenance of the National Fish Hatchery System must be increased to avoid
hatchery system failures.

AFWA is concerned that the FWS is not utilizing its fiscal year 2018 and fiscal
year 2019 increased AADAP line item appropriations fully and in a timely manner,
and current spending is not sufficient to meet the intent of the program or the
needs of State and private partners. Also, failure of equipment or structure at one
of the National Fish Hatchery System (NFHS) facilities could result in the loss of
species that provide for recreational opportunities, unique genetic strains of imper-
iled species, and multiple year classes of species used for restoration efforts. There
are about $180 million in deferred maintenance needs for the NFHS, and of the pre-
vious appropriations directed to the FWS for deferred maintenance. We appreciate
Congress addressing deferred maintenance needs for the NFHS and National Wild-
life Refuge System (NWRS) in fiscal year 2018 and fiscal year 2019, but not enough
funds are being allocated to the NFHS.

Aquatic Habitat and Species Conservation.—We support funding the National
Fish Habitat Action Plan at $7.2 million to provide funding for coordination and res-
toration projects to the 20 approved fish habitat partnerships across the country
with projects benefitting fish and fish habitat, anglers, and local communities. Fish
Passage needs far outweigh the resources for species management and replacement
of unsafe transportation infrastructure. We support funding Fish Passage at fiscal
year 2018 levels and strongly support incorporating additional fish passage funding
into Federal infrastructure plans. We request Congress restore funding for imple-
mentation of State Aquatic Nuisance Species (ANS) management plans to $4.4 mil-
lion, without compromising other ANS programs. Further, $25 million is needed to
implement the national Asian carp management and control plan in “Mississippi
River and Tributaries”.

National Wildlife Refuge System.—We support funding NWRS Operations and
Maintenance at no less than $510 million in fiscal year 2020.

Habitat Conservation.—AFWA recommends maintain funding at fiscal year 2019
levels but requests no less than $2,500,000 in additional funds to support the Part-
ners in Fish and Wildlife Program for voluntary conservation of wildlife migration
corridors and habitats to support implementation of Secretarial Order (SO) 3362.

State and Tribal Wildlife Grants.—The State and Tribal Wildlife Grants program
is the only Federal program available to States to leverage non-Federal funds to
conserve over 12,000 State Species of Greatest Conservation Need identified in State
Wildlife Action Plans to prevent them from becoming threatened or endangered.
This investment in voluntary, proactive, and State-led conservation is needed now
to address the list of declining species and to preclude an increase in Federal ex-
penditures in the future under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Further, this pro-
gram is not well suited to implement SO3362, and the Association supports funding
those activities out of a different account. The Association recommends $90 million
for the State and Tribal Wildlife Grants Program in fiscal year 2020, same as the
fiscal year 2010 enacted level. To truly address these growing challenges, we ask
Congress to enact the Recovering America’s Wildlife Act, which would provide
States and their conservation partners with the dependable resources to do
proactive, non-regulatory fish and wildlife conservation—a modern enhancement in
how we finance the full array of diverse fish and wildlife conservation for current
and future generations.

AFWA recommends no less than $42 million for the North American Wetlands
Conservation Fund in fiscal year 2020.

Ecological Services (ES) & Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund
(CESCF).—The FWS needs additional resources in ES to address a growing work-
load and to increase FWS recovery efforts for federally listed species. Insufficient
funds to meet growing demands has resulted in ongoing policy riders stemming from
ESA tensions, some of which can be alleviated with increased funding. We support
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increased funding for ES and recommend $85 million for the CESCF in fiscal year
2020. Further, we support sufficient funding for success of the Recovery Challenge
Grant Program.

We recommend $5 million for the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Fund
and recommends maintaining fiscal year 2019 funding for the Multinational Species
Conservation Fund.

Science Applications (SA).—SA provides a critical science coordination functions
such as Species Status Assessments, regional science initiatives to address threats
to wildlife and habitats across broad landscapes, integrated scientific efforts for elu-
sive species like wolverine, and support on White-nose Syndrome. We recommend
increasing fiscal year 2019 levels for SA activities by at least $5 million to facilitate
implementation of SO3362 and the wildlife migration corridor initiative and to fund
important regional State-Federal partnerships and research efforts which are sup-
ported by the States.

Migratory Bird Conservation Program (MBCP).—The FWS and States share man-
agement jurisdiction for migratory birds, and migratory bird conservation represents
one of the most successful State-Federal cooperative partnerships for over 80 years,
but the program suffers from chronic under-funding of traditional functions and ac-
tivities, making it particularly vulnerable to unanticipated problems and single
points of failure. The FWS has gone to great lengths to protect the core functions,
but more funding is needed to retain sufficient staff, fill key vacancies, and support
science to inform decisionmaking. AFWA supports robust funding for the MBCP
near fiscal year 2010 levels with a total budget of $55 million, including full funding
of the Migratory Bird Joint Ventures at $19.9 million, allowing us to accomplish
shared State and Federal responsibilities.

The Association recommends $450 million for the Land and Water Conservation
Fund in fiscal year 2020. We support robust funding for the State-side programs of
the LWCF. Many rural communities rely on the State-side programs for play-
grounds, sports courts, and other amenities.

The Association recommends $76.5 million for the Forest Legacy Program in fiscal
year 2020.

UNITED STATES GEOLOGIAL SURVEY (USGS)

Ecosystems.—AFWA strongly supports an increase of $6.6 million in appropria-
tions for the Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit Program (CRU) to $25
million. The CRU program provides critically important scientific and technical sup-
port for State and Federal fish and wildlife managers through collaborative sci-
entific projects that address the Nation’s most critical fish and wildlife management
needs and inform policy decisions. This increase will enable USGS to fill the 39 cur-
rent staff vacancies nationwide and establish new research units in Indiana, Ken-
tucky, Michigan, and Nevada. AFWA supports the National Cooperators Coalition’s
testimony on CRUs. Further, we support the Ecosystems Science Centers and the
National Wildlife Health Center, which provides critical scientific support and co-
ordination on Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) and financial support to the South-
eastern Cooperative Wildlife Disease Study at the University of Georgia, which pro-
vides essential diagnostic and veterinary support services to 42 States. We request
Congress increase funds to the Fisheries Program by no less than $3.5 million to
avoid fish center closures across the country, loss of critical research on the health
of wild fisheries which is imperative to State and Federal managers, and the loss
of jobs. It is also imperative that Congress provide an additional $1 million to sup-
port implementation of a National Academies of Sciences study on the transmission
of Chronic Wasting Disease in deer species, which will be managed in part by USGS
Ecosystems. We support maintaining fiscal year 2019 funding at a minimum for the
remaining BLIs in USGS Ecosystems.

Core Science Systems.—AFWA supports maintaining funding for USGS Core
Science Systems including for the Integrated Taxonomic Information System, Bio-
diversity Information Serving Our Nation, and the USGS database of Species of
Greatest Conservation Need.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGMENT (BLM)

Additional needs for wildlife habitat, migration corridors, and conservation—
AFWA supports additional resources to BLM to manage wild horses and burros at
appropriate management levels to reduce herd impacts on native fish and wildlife
and competition for food, water, and resources. AFWA also supports increased fund-
ing for ongoing sage-grouse, sagebrush, wildfire, and invasive species activities.
Many partnerships have been generated through BLM’s sage-grouse efforts and ac-
tions through the DOI SO 3362. This will require additional funds for an array of
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activities to address identified barriers to wildlife migrations, facilitate habitat
connectivity, and implement actions to reduce wildlife-highway conflicts. AFWA sup-
ports an additional $10 million for Wildlife Habitat Management, Wild Horse and
Burros, Rangeland Management, Oil and Gas Management, and Land and Water
Conservation Funds to meet these needs. We support a $5 million increase for
Rangeland Improvement and Bighorn sheep disease prevention, and $10 million in
additional funds for Wildlife Habitat Management (1170) are needed to address
invasive species affecting habitat quantity and quality on big game winter range,
summer range, and in migration corridors. This would supplement existing funding
through the range management program that addresses management of invasive
species. Finally, AFWA recommends the subcommittee reinitiate BLM’s Cost-Share
Challenge Grant Program under Wildlife Habitat Management at $10 million to le-
verage current momentum and partnerships to accomplish more wildlife habitat
goals and mission objectives. Further, we do not support funds being redirected
away from accounts intended to benefit fish, wildlife, and habitat to pay for the
management of wild horses and burros.

UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE (USFS)

The President’s fiscal year 2020 budget request recommends a merger of multiple
BLIs to simplify time coding, increase efficiencies, and simplify accounting proc-
esses. However, AFWA is concerned that combining into one BLI Hazardous Fuels
with Wildlife and Fisheries Management and others could result in funds being di-
verted away from fish and wildlife programs. We look forward to working with you
on a solution that provides accountability and simplification.

Reinvesting in Habitat and Access.—Thank you for your work in the 115th Con-
gress to end the problem of fire-borrowing. Now Congress must ensure that the
funds made available by stabilizing the agency budget against rising firefighting
costs are reinvested back into the programs and natural resources that have fiscally
suffered from previous fire-borrowing activities. AFWA recommends increasing
funding for forest health and management, fish and wildlife habitat, recreation, and
access in the fiscal year 2020 appropriations.

Research and Development.—AFWA strongly supports maintaining funding for
Research and Development for fisheries and wildlife program areas in fiscal year
2020.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA)

Finally, we recommend maintaining fiscal year 2019 funding for all Geographic
Programs, the National Estuaries Program, and the Beach/Fish Safety Program.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF STATE DRINKING WATER
ADMINISTRATORS

Summary of Request: The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators
(ASDWA) submits the following recommendations for fiscal year 2020 appropria-
tions on behalf of the drinking water programs in the 50 States, 5 territories, Dis-
trict of Columbia, and Navajo Nation. ASDWA requests funding for two programs
that ensure public health protection and that will result in enhancing economic sta-
bility and prosperity in American cities and towns. ASDWA requests $125 million
for the Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) program and $1.30 billion for the
Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund (DWSRF) program. ASDWA also re-
quests $45 million for three drinking water grant programs to address lead in
schools and communities.

OVERVIEW: THE IMPORTANCE OF SAFE DRINKING WATER FOR OUR COMMUNITIES AND
THE ECONOMY & THE ROLE OF STATE DRINKING WATER PROGRAMS

States need sustained Federal support to maintain public health protection and
to support the needs of the water systems they oversee. State drinking water pro-
grams strive to meet the Nation’s public health protection goals through two prin-
cipal funding programs: the Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) Program and
the Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund (DWSRF) Program. These two pro-
grams provide most of the funding for States to work with drinking water utilities
to ensure that American citizens will have safe and adequate water supplies.

Vibrant and sustainable communities, their citizens, workforce, and businesses all
depend on a safe and reliable supply of drinking water. Economies only grow and
sustain themselves when they have safe and reliable water supplies. Over 90 per-
cent of the population receives water used for bathing, cooking, and drinking from
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a water system that is overseen by State drinking water program personnel. Water
systems—as well as the cities, villages, schools, and businesses they support—rely
on State drinking water programs to ensure they comply with all applicable Federal
requirements.

In addition to the water we drink in our homes, water produced by water systems
is also used to fight fires, transport wastewater, cook, wash clothes and dishes, as
well as by businesses for manufacturing, food processing, and cooling. State drink-
ing water programs must have adequate funding to protect public health and main-
tain the economic health of communities. Incidents such as the chemical spill in
Charleston, West Virginia, algal toxins in the water for Toledo, Ohio and Salem, Or-
egon, and the lead leaching from service lines into the water supply in Flint, Michi-
gan all serve as stark reminders of the critical nature of the work that State drink-
ing water programs do—every day—and the reason why the funding for State drink-
ing water programs must be not only be sustained but enhanced. More recently, the
discovery of Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) contamination adds to the
urgency of the need for funding.

STATE DRINKING WATER PROGRAMS: HOW THEY OPERATE, WHY SUPPORT IS NEEDED,
AND JUSTIFICATIONS FOR REQUESTED AMOUNTS

The Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) Program

How the PWSS Program Operates: To meet the requirements of the SDWA, States
have accepted primary enforcement responsibility for oversight of regulatory compli-
ance and technical assistance efforts for more than 150,000 public water systems
to ensure that potential health-based violations do not occur or are remedied in a
timely manner. This involves 91 federally regulated contaminants and the com-
plexity of regulations has increased in the past decade. Beyond the contaminants
covered by Federal drinking water regulations, States are also implementing an
array of proactive initiatives to protect public health from “source to tap.” These in-
clude source water assessments and protections, technical assistance for water
treatment and distribution, and enhancement of overall water system performance.
Recently, many States have begun to set drinking water standards for non-federally
regulated contaminants, such as PFAS. State activities go well beyond simply ensur-
ing compliance at the tap and these activities have to be efficient given continued
resource and funding constraints.

Why Adequate Support is Needed: States will be unable to protect public health
without increased Federal funding. Inadequate Federal support for State drinking
water programs has several negative consequences. For example, consider the pro-
posed Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR). As part of
ASDWA'’s comments on EPA’s Federalism Consultation, ASDWA conducted a Costs
of States’ Transaction Study. The resulting data estimated that the costs of States’
staff time for the LT-LCR would be in the range of 72%-95 percent of current
PWSS funding. Without additional funding, this important rule will be an unfunded
mandate for States. Many States are facing difficult choices on what implementation
activities to not do, such as providing less technical assistance to systems that need
it. Others are looking to EPA for assistance, which is challenged by similar resource
constraints and lack of “on the ground” expertise. States want to offer the flexibili-
ties allowed under existing rules to local water systems, however, fewer State re-
sources mean less opportunity to work individually with water systems to improve
their systems and protect public health.

State drinking water programs are already hard pressed financially and the fund-
ing gap continues to grow. State-provided funding and fees to the water systems
have historically compensated for insufficient Federal funding, but State budgets
have been less able to bridge this funding gap in recent years. Insufficient Federal
support for this critical program increases the likelihood of scenarios that put the
public’s health at risk. The administration’s fiscal year 2020 request of $67.9 million
represents a 33 percent decrease for PWSS funding from the $101.9 million that
was appropriated for the PWSS program in fiscal year 2019. This level of funding
has not been seen since 1995, nearly 25 years ago. This is an untenable situation,
as the long-standing regulatory oversight remains constant and several non-regu-
latory actions such as addressing PFAS, algal toxins, and providing oversight for the
development of water systems’ inventories of lead service lines have increased
States’ workloads. States always step in to help solve problems and return systems
to providing safe water as quickly as possible. Any reduction in Federal funding for
fS_‘catle water programs, no matter how small, exacerbate the existing financial dif-
iculties.

For the PWSS Program in Fiscal Year 2020, ASDWA Respectfully Requests $125
Million: The number of regulations requiring State implementation and oversight
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as well as performance expectations continue to grow while the Federal funding sup-
port has been essentially “flat-lined.” Inflation has further eroded these static fund-
ing levels. The requested funding amount is based on ASDWA’s December 2013 Re-
source Needs Report and begins to fill the above-described resource gap. The fund-
ing gap identified in the 2013 report is compounded by inflation and non-regulatory
activities yields a total funding gap of 73.3 percent for State drinking water pro-
grams, as outlined in ASDWA’s 2018 Beyond Tight Budgets report. Increased PWSS
funds are urgently needed for implementing existing drinking water rules, taking
on new initiatives, and to account for the eroding effects of inflation. It is a small
price to pay for protecting the health of the Nation.

The Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund Program

How the DWSRF Program Operates: Drinking water in the U.S. is among the
safest and most reliable in the world, but it is threatened by aging infrastructure.
Through low interest loans provided by the DWSRF, States help water utilities
overcome this threat. Since its inception, the DWSRF has touched millions of Ameri-
cans through projects that enhance drinking water capabilities at water utilities. In
the core DWSRF program, $19.8 billion in cumulative Federal capitalization grants
since 1997 have been leveraged by States into over $38.2 billion in infrastructure
loans to 14,500 communities, large and small, across the country. 26 percent of the
cumulative DWSRF assistance, including negative interest loans and principal for-
giveness, has been provided to disadvantaged communities. Such investments pay
tremendous dividends—both in supporting our economy and in protecting our citi-
zens’ health. For every $1 invested in the DWSRF from the Federal Government,
$1.95 has gone to help communities. States have effectively and efficiently leveraged
Federal dollars with State contributions.

An important feature of the DWSRF program is the State “set-aside” fund compo-
nent, a key reason to fully fund this critical program. Set-asides function provide
a process for States to work with water systems to maintain compliance and avoid
violations. States may reserve up to 31 percent of these funds for a variety of critical
tasks, such as increasing the technical, managerial, and financial capacity of water
systems, providing training and certification for water system operators, and con-
tinuing wellhead and source water protection efforts. Set-asides are an essential
source of funding for States’ core public health protection programs and these efforts
work in tandem with infrastructure loans. However, as PWSS funds have remained
stagnant, State programs have increasingly relied on the DWSRF set-asides to per-
form critical tasks and fill the gap between PWSS funds and the true funding it
takes to run an effective State program. As States have been forced to utilize addi-
tional funding through set-asides, the DWSRF is losing out not only on those funds
for that year, but the revolving aspect is lost as well. Increased funding for the
PWSS program would help alleviate States using the full 31 percent of the set-
asides, allowing for more infrastructure investment through the loan fund.

Drinking Water Infrastructure Investment is Well Below the Documented Need:
EPA’s 6th Drinking Water Needs Survey concluded that $427.6 billion of capital in-
vestment was needed for the next 20 years. The total translates to $21.4 billion an-
nually. Continued investment is needed for aging treatment plants, storage tanks,
pumps, and distribution lines that carry water to our Nation’s homes, businesses,
and schools. The DWSRF must continue to be a key part of the infrastructure solu-
tion. Unlike other water infrastructure funding programs, the DWSRF offers project
subsidization for disadvantaged communities, funds for training and technical as-
sistance, and is a fundamental funding mechanism for many medium and small util-
ities who would pay much higher interest rates if forced to use the bond market.
The DWSRF plays a key role in keeping water rates affordable for many commu-
nities. Having access to low-interest loans allows water systems to pass on the sav-
ings to their rate payers while working towards full-cost pricing of their water serv-
ice.

For the DWSRF Program in Fiscal Year 20, ASDWA Respectfully Requests $1.30
Billion: Multiple years of flat DWSRF funding has only exacerbated the Nation’s in-
frastructure challenges. The DWSRF program was funded at $1.30 billion for fiscal
year 2018 and fiscal year 2019, a $300 million increase from previous years of
steady funding, however, more is required. In America’s Water Infrastructure Act
(Public Law 115-270), Congress authorized a plan to increase the funding of the
DWSRF over time so that States can increase their staff and expand their expertise
in conjunction with the increased funding. ASDWA fully supports the authorized in-
creased funding. Physical water infrastructure improvements coupled with critical
assistance initiatives funded by the DWSRF are essential to support public health
protection as well as a sustainable economy. Funding the DWSRF at the recently
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authorized $1.30 billion level will better enable the DWSRF to meet the SDWA com-
pliance and public health protection goals.

Three EPA Drinking Water Grant Programs to Address Lead in Schools and Com-
munities

ASDWA Respectfully Requests $45 Million for Three Drinking Water Grant Pro-
grams: In fiscal year 2019 appropriations, Congress funded the Voluntary School
and Childcare Lead Testing Grant program at $25 million and the Lead Reduction
Grant program at $15 million. ASDWA requests Congress continue the same appro-
priation for fiscal year 2020. In 2018, Public Law 115-270 authorized $5 million for
a new EPA grant program to provide assistance to local educational agencies for the
replacement of drinking water fountains manufactured prior to 1988. ASDWA also
requests that Congress appropriate the $5 million authorization for this new grant
in fiscal year 2020. Addressing lead contamination in schools’ water is a priority for
State drinking water programs and funding these two additional grant programs
will provide significant public health impacts, particularly for children.

Conclusion: ASDWA recommends Congress adequately fund State drinking water
programs in the Federal fiscal year 2020 budget in order to protect public health
and drinking water across the Nation. States are willing and committed partners,
however, additional Federal financial assistance is needed to meet the ongoing and
ever growing regulatory, infrastructure, and security needs. A strong State drinking
water program supported by the Federal-State partnership will ensure that the
quality of drinking water in this country will continue to improve so the public
knows that a glass of water is safe to drink no matter where they live.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF ZOOS AND AQUARIUMS

The Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) is pleased to submit the following
testimony in support of funding for Endangered Species Recovery and the Recovery
Challenge Grant program for fiscal year 2020. First, we thank the members of the
subcommittee for increasing funding for endangered species through the Recovery
account and working with our partners at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) to create the Recovery Challenge Grant program in fiscal year 2018. We
recognize the positive impact this funding has had on our recovery goals and encour-
age you to continue prioritizing these important functions.

Founded in 1924, the Association of Zoos and Aquariums is a 501(c)3 non-profit
organization dedicated to the advancement of zoos and aquariums in the areas of
conservation, education, science, and recreation. AZA’s 233 accredited aquariums,
nature centers, science centers and zoos (identified in the addendum to this letter)
annually see more than 195 million visitors, collectively generate more than $22 bil-
lion in annual economic activity, and support more than 208,000 jobs across the
country. In 2017, AZA-accredited facilities spent $220 million on field conservation
in 128 countries benefiting 863 species and subspecies. Within those 863 species and
subspecies, 281 are listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

We manage numerous large scale conservation initiatives that involve many AZA
committees, scientific advisory groups, the USFWS, and other conservation partner-
ship organizations. Successful ongoing recovery and reintroduction initiatives with
AZA members include the black-footed ferret, the American Burying Beatle, the
Golden Lion Tamarin, the American red wolf, the Karner blue butterfly, multiple
fresh water mussels species, and many others. The unique expertise and on the
ground experience brought to the table by our members is unparalleled and has
proved extremely valuable to species recovery.

One of our member organizations doing exemplary work is San Diego Zoo Global
(SDZG), which holds an extensive record as a longtime leader in endangered species
recovery. Their Institute for Conservation Research houses the largest, multidisci-
plinary, zoo-based research team with more than 150 researchers and staff who are
leading experts in their field. SDZG carries out carefully tailored species recovery
plans in partnership with the USFWS, a dedicated coalition of domestic and inter-
national nonprofit organizations, academic research centers, and other zoos. To date,
San Diego Zoo Global has bred more than 165 endangered species and reintroduced
more than 40 endangered species into native habitats.

Moreover, San Diego Zoo Global (SDZG) plays a vital role in the highly successful
public-private partnership to save the California condor which has seen the species
go from a low of 22 birds to now reaching around 500. Together, the USFWS, State
agencies, San Diego Zoo Global, The Peregrine Fund, Oregon Zoo, Los Angeles Zoo,
Ventana Wildlife Society, and several other nonprofit partners have provided critical
genetic management, breeding, rearing, and release to recover the California condor.
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Connecticut’s Beardsley Zoo, Connecticut

Cosley Zoo, Illinois

CuriOdyssey, California

Dakota Zoo, North Dakota

Dallas World Aquarium, Texas

Dallas Zoo, Texas

David Traylor Zoo of Emporia, Kansas

Denver Zoological Gardens, Colorado

Detroit Zoological Park, Michigan

Dickerson Park Zoo, Missouri

Discovery Cove, Florida

Disney’s Animal Kingdom, Florida

El Paso Zoo, Texas

Ellen Trout Zoo, Texas

Elmwood Park Zoo, Pennsylvania

Erie Zoo, Pennsylvania

Florida Aquarium, The, Florida

Fort Wayne Children’s Zoo, Indiana

Fort Worth Zoo, Texas

Fossil Rim Wildlife Center, Texas

Franklin Park Zoo, Massachusetts

Fresno Chaffee Zoo, California

Georgia Aquarium, Georgia

Gladys Porter Zoo, Texas

Great Plains Zoo and Delbridge Museum
of Natural History, South Dakota

Greensboro Science Center, North
Carolina

Greenville Zoo, South Carolina

Grizzly & Wolf Discovery Center,
Montana

Happy Hollow Zoo, California

Henry Vilas Zoo, Wisconsin

Houston Zoo, Inc. Texas

Hutchinson Zoo, Kansas

Idaho Falls Zoo at Tautphaus Park,
Idaho

Indianapolis Zoological Society, Inc.,
Indiana

International Crane Foundation,
Wisconsin

Jacksonville Zoo and Gardens, Florida

Jenkinson’s Aquarium, New Jersey

John Ball Zoological Gardens, Michigan

John G. Shedd Aquarium, Illinois

Kansas City Zoo, Missouri

Lake Superior Zoo, Minnesota

Landry’s Downtown Aquarium—Denver,
Colorado

Landry’s Houston Aquarium, Inc., Texas

Lee G. Simmons Conservation Park &
Wildlife Safari, Nebraska

Lee Richardson Zoo, Kansas

Lehigh Valley Zoo, Pennsylvania

Lincoln Children’s Zoo, Nebraska

Lincoln Park Zoological Gardens, Illinois

Lion Country Safari, Florida

Little Rock Zoological Gardens, Arkansas

Living Desert Zoo & Gardens State
Park, New Mexico

The Living Desert Zoo and Gardens,
California

Los Angeles Zoo, California

Louisville Zoological Garden, Kentucky

Maritime Aquarium at Norwalk, Inc.,
Connecticut

Maryland Zoo in Baltimore, Maryland

Memphis Zoological Garden and
Aquarium, Tennessee

Mesker Park Zoo & Botanic Garden,
Inc., Indiana

Miller Park Zoo, Illinois

Milwaukee County Zoological Gardens,
Wisconsin

Minnesota Zoological Garden, Minnesota

Monterey Bay Aquarium, California

Moody Gardens Rainforest and
Aquarium, Texas

Mote Marine Laboratory and Aquarium,
Florida

Museum of Life and Science, North
Carolina

Museum of Science, Massachusetts

Mystic Aquarium, Connecticut

Naples Zoo, Florida

Nashville Zoo, Tennessee

National Aquarium, Maryland

National Aviary, Pennsylvania

National Mississippi River Museum &
Aquarium, Iowa

New England Aquarium, Massachusetts

New York Aquarium, New York

Newport Aquarium, Kentucky

North Carolina Aquarium at Fort Fisher,
North Carolina

North Carolina Aquarium at Pine Knoll
Shores, North Carolina

North Carolina Aquarium on Roanoke
Island, North Carolina

North Carolina Zoological Park, North
Carolina

Northeastern Wisconsin (NEW) Zoo,
Wisconsin

Northwest Trek Wildlife Park,
Washington

Oakland Zoo, California

OdySea Aquarium, Arizona

Oglebay’s Good Zoo, West Virginia

Oklahoma City Zoo and Botanical
Garden, Oklahoma

Omaha’s Henry Doorly Zoo & Aquarium,
Nebraska

Oregon Coast Aquarium, Oregon

Oregon Zoo, Oregon

Palm Beach Zoo at Dreher Park, Florida

Peoria Zoo, Illinois

Philadelphia Zoo, Pennsylvania

Phoenix Zoo, The, Arizona

Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium,
Washington

Potawatomi Zoo, Indiana

Potter Park Zoological Gardens,
Michigan

Prospect Park Zoo, New York

Pueblo Zoo, Colorado

Queens Zoo, New York

Racine Zoological Gardens, Wisconsin

Red River Zoo, North Dakota

Reid Park Zoo, Arizona

Ripley’s Aquarium at Myrtle Beach,
South Carolina

Ripley’s Aquarium of the Smokies,
Tennessee



Riverbanks Zoo and Garden, South
Carolina

Riverside Discovery Center, Nebraska

Roger Williams Park Zoo, Rhode Island

Rolling Hills Zoo, Kansas

Roosevelt Park Zoo, North Dakota

Rosamond Gifford Zoo at Burnet Park,
New York

Sacramento Zoo, California

Safari West, California

Saginaw Children’s Zoo, Michigan

Saint Louis Zoo, Missouri

Salisbury Zoological Park, Maryland

San Antonio Zoological Society, Texas

San Diego Zoo, California

San Diego Zoo Safari Park, California

San Francisco Zoological Gardens,
California

Santa Barbara Zoological Gardens,
California

Santa Fe College Teaching Zoo, Florida

Scovill Zoo, Illinois

SEA LIFE Arizona Aquarium, Arizona

SEA LIFE Carlsbad Aquarium,
California

SEA LIFE Charlotte-Concord Aquarium,
North Carolina

SEA LIFE Grapevine Aquarium, Texas

SEA LIFE Kansas City Aquarium,
Missouri

SEA LIFE Michigan Aquarium,
Michigan

SEA LIFE Orlando Aquarium, Florida

Seas, The, Florida

Seattle Aquarium, Washington

SeaWorld Orlando, Florida

SeaWorld San Antonio, Texas

SeaWorld San Diego, California

Sedgwick County Zoo, Kansas

Seneca Park Zoo, New York

Sequoia Park Zoo, California
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Shark Reef Aquarium at Mandalay Bay,
Nevada

Smithsonian National Zoological Park,
District of Columbia

South Carolina Aquarium, South
Carolina

Squam Lakes Natural Science Center,
New Hampshire

St. Augustine Alligator Farm, Florida

Staten Island Zoo, New York

Steinhart Aquarium, California

Stone Zoo, Massachusetts

Sunset Zoological Park, Kansas

Tennessee Aquarium, Tennessee

Texas State Aquarium, Texas

Toledo Zoological Gardens, Ohio

Topeka Zoo and Conservation Center,
Kansas

Tracy Aviary, Utah

Trevor Zoo, New York

Tulsa Zoo, Oklahoma

Turtle Back Zoo, New Jersey

Utah’s Hogle Zoo, Utah

Utica Zoo, New York

Virginia Aquarium and Marine Science
Center, Virginia

Virginia Living Museum, Virginia

Virginia Zoological Park, Virginia

Western North Carolina Nature Center,
North Carolina

Wildlife Safari, Oregon

Wilds, The, Ohio

Woodland Park Zoo, Washington

Zoo Atlanta, Georgia

Zoo Boise, Idaho

Zoo Knoxville, Tennessee

Zoo Miami, Florida

ZOOAMERICA NA Wildlife Park,
Pennsylvania

ZooTampa at Lowry Park, Florida

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE BAY MILLS INDIAN COMMUNITY
INTRODUCTION

Aanii (Hello)) My name is Bryan Newland, and I am the President of the Bay
Mills Indian Community, which is an Ojibwe Tribe located on Lake Superior in
Michigan’s Upper Peninsula. I am appearing before the subcommittee in my capac-
it§é Oa}gA a Member of the Board for the Chippewa Ottawa Resource Authority
(u ”)‘

CORA is a consortium of five federally recognized Tribes in Michigan that are
parties to the 1836 Treaty of Washington with the United States: Bay Mills Indian
Community, the Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, the Little
River Band of Ottawa Indians, the Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians,
and the Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians.

PURPOSE

I appreciate the opportunity to present testimony to the subcommittee to testify
on Natural Resources on the importance of Federal funding to support the exercise
of reserved treaty rights, as well as the management of natural resources protected
through treaties between the United States and Indian Tribes and to urge your con-
tinued support for funding the Rights Protection Implementation (RPI) program at
the Department of the Interior. RPI funds are necessary to ensure that Tribes are
able to exercise their judicially-recognized reserved treaty rights in a meaningful
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way. Tribes use these funds to monitor and protect natural resources, enforce Trib-
al, State, and Federal laws, and to protect their reserved treaty rights.

In fiscal year 2019, Congress appropriated $6,319,467 for RPI funding, which is
allocated for the CORA Tribes. We are urging Congress to maintain this funding
in fiscal year 2020, and to increase that amount by $40,000.

BACKGROUND

In 1836, the Ojibwe (Chippewa) and Odawa (Ottawa) Tribes (the “CORA Tribes”)
in Michigan negotiated a treaty with the United States to cede much of the lands
that were used to establish the State of Michigan in 1837. Those ceded lands com-
prise more than 40 percent (40 percent) of what is now the State of Michigan. In
exchange for this valuable cession of land, the CORA Tribes reserved the right to
hunt and fish throughout the ceded territory, including the adjoining waters in
Lakes Michigan, Huron and Superior.

The citizens of the CORA Tribes continued to exercise their treaty rights following
the ratification of the 1836 Treaty of Washington. In the 1950’s and 1960’s, the
State of Michigan began efforts to regulate hunting and fishing activities by our
Tribal members, and to curtail the rights our Tribes reserved in the Treaty of 1836.
Many Tribal members, including Bay Mills Indian Community member Albert “Big
Abe” LeBlanc, resisted the State’s efforts to erode our reserved treaty rights by con-
tinuing to catch fish with gill nets and without State licenses.

In 1971, the State of Michigan issued a citation to Big Abe LeBlanc for fishing
with gill nets, and prosecuted him under Michigan’s criminal laws. Bay Mills Indian
Community defended LeBlanc against the charges by arguing that the rights re-
served by the 1836 Treaty Tribes continued to exist, and that they superseded State
hunting and fishing regulations under the supremacy clause of the United States
Constitution. The case of People of Michigan v. LeBlanc was ultimately resolved by
the Michigan Supreme Court in 1976, which held that the fishing rights expressly
reserved in the 1836 Treaty remained in effect.

As a result of the State of Michigan’s prosecution of Big Abe LeBlanc, in 1973
the United States filed a lawsuit against the State of Michigan on behalf of the 1836
Treaty Tribes to uphold and enforce the fishing rights reserved in the 1836 Treaty.
That case was titled United States v. Michigan. In 1979, Judge Fox of the U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the Western District of Michigan entered an opinion and order up-
holding the Tribes’ fishing rights in what is now known as “the Fox Decision.”

Following Judge Fox’s famous decision, the parties to United States v. Michigan—
the Federal Government, the Bay Mills Indian Community, the Grand Traverse
Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians, the Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa In-
dians, and the State of Michigan—began court-supervised negotiations regarding
how the Tribes would exercise and regulate our treaty rights. In 1985, the parties
reached a tentative agreement to establish joint fishery management of the fishery
with the State of Michigan, and to allocate harvest opportunities among Tribal and
State-licensed fishers. The U.S. District Court entered an order putting that agree-
ment into effect.

The 1985 Consent Judgment remained in effect until August 2000. At that time,
the Federal Government, the 1836 Treaty Tribes, and the State of Michigan nego-
tiated a successor agreement to regulate Tribal fishing activities on the Great
Lakes. That agreement expires in August 2020, and the parties are preparing to ne-
gotiate another agreement to take its place.

In 2007, the United States, the CORA Tribes, and the State of Michigan finalized
a separate agreement to implement the Tribes’ reserved treaty rights on the “in-
land” portion of the territory ceded by the 1836 Treaty. That agreement was also
entered as a consent decree by the U.S. District Court in the United States v. Michi-
gan case as a means to regulate Tribal hunting, fishing, and gathering activities
under the 1836 Treaty, to establish joint management protocols with the State of
Michigan, and to allocate harvest opportunity for certain species.

From 1985 until today, the Federal Government, the CORA Tribes, and the State
of Michigan have worked together to manage the commercial fishery in the upper
Great Lakes. Since 2007, we have also worked together to manage game and other
natural resources across the ceded territory. While we have had disagreements over
the years, this framework has allowed us to cooperate to ensure the protection of
natural resources and the continued vitality of Tribal treaty rights. This cooperative
framework is now an accepted part of the fabric of natural resource protection and
conservation law enforcement across much of the State of Michigan.

Funds appropriated to the Rights Protection Implementation program are used to
implement this cooperative framework.
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It is important to note that this framework is mandated by order of the U.S. Dis-
trict Court in the United States v. Michigan litigation; and, that the Federal Gov-
ernment negotiated the terms of the cooperative resource management framework
on behalf of, and with, the 1836 Treaty Tribes.

FISCAL YEAR 2020 BUDGET REQUEST: RIGHTS PROTECTION IMPLEMENTATION

The CORA Tribes receive funding through the “Treaty Fisheries” line item in the
Rights Protection Implementation program. Those funds are used to support the fol-
lowing activities:

—Establishment of conservation-based fishing regulations;

—Biological support services to monitor the fishery;

—Resource protection and enhancement programs;

—Conservation law enforcement activities and Tribal courts for violation of fish-

ing regulations; and,

—Intertribal coordination of activities and policies with Federal and State agen-

cies.

The CORA Tribes also receive RPI funding to implement the 2007 Consent decree
relating to the exercise of “inland” treaty rights. Those funds support the following
activities:

—Establishment of conservation-based hunting, fishing, and gathering regula-

tions;

—Biological support services to monitor wildlife, plant-life, and habitat;

—Resource protection and enhancement programs;

—Invasive species monitoring and controls;

—Conservation law enforcement activities and Tribal courts for violation of hunt-

ing, fishing, and gathering regulations; and,

—Intertribal coordination of activities and policies with Federal and State agen-

cies.

CORA does not support any budget request for Rights Protection Implementation
in the fiscal year 2020 which is less than the sum appropriated for fiscal year 2019.
Any cut in funding levels would leave inadequate funding to ensure that we are able
to successfully implement the terms of the 2000 and 2007 Consent Decrees in
United States v. Michigan. Less funding will require the CORA Tribes to scale back
our conservation, monitoring, and enforcement activities. This will result in staff
layoffs, increased risk of conflict between Tribes and other communities over re-
sources, and a reduction in protection of the fishery, wildlife, and habitat through-
out the ceded territory.

CORA is urging Congress to maintain for Rights Protection Implementation in the
fiscal year 2020 budget the same amount as provided for in fiscal year 2019 and
to increase the CORA Tribes share to $6,359,467. We believe that this funding is
adequate to allow us to successfully work with Federal and State agencies to imple-
ment the terms of the 2000 and 2007 Consent Decrees.

CORA is also requesting that Congress appropriate $2.5 million to the Bureau of
Indian Affairs for “Litigation Support” for Tribal treaty rights litigation. While “Liti-
gation Support” funds are not used to directly implement Tribal treaty rights, they
are used by Tribes—like the CORA Tribes—to negotiate consent decrees that ensure
cooperative resource management and avoid litigation between the United States
and State governments over Tribal treaty rights. The current Great Lakes Consent
Decree expires in August 2020, and the Tribes require additional funds to prepare
for both negotiation and possible litigation to create a new allocation/management
regime.

The Department of the Interior does not presently have adequate “Litigation Sup-
port” funds to ensure that the CORA Tribes are able to gather data, hire experts,
and retain legal counsel to negotiate a new consent decree in the United States v.
Michigan litigation.

The Department of the Interior has provided Litigation Support funding to the
CORA Tribes throughout the 45 year history of the United States v. Michigan case
to litigate important issues and negotiate consent decrees. But, in the past year, the
Department provided insufficient funds to enable the Tribes to prepare to negotiate
a new Consent Decree in United States v. Michigan. This is a dramatic departure
from the Department’s prior support to the CORA Tribes throughout this litigation;
and, we are deeply concerned that the Department will not provide the resources
necessary to negotiate a new consent decree. This will increase the odds of litigation
over our treaty rights, and jeopardize our cooperative management framework.

CORA estimates a need for $500,000 in fiscal year 2019 to negotiate a new con-
sent decree (or, to prepare to litigate the scope of our treaty rights beyond 2020).
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This funding will ensure that the CORA Tribes can participate in negotiations for
a successor agreement to the 2000 Consent Decree.

CONCLUSION

The Rights Protection Implementation Program is necessary to ensure that the
United States continues to meet its obligations under treaties with Tribes across the
country. These funds are also necessary to ensure that Tribes can meet our obliga-
tions under Federal Court orders applicable to our reserved treaty rights. As Su-
preme Court Justice Hugo Black famously proclaimed: “Great nations, like great
men, keep their word.”

For these reasons, the CORA Tribes respectfully request your support for fiscal
year 2020 RPI funding at its current level, with $6,359,467 allocated for the CORA
Tribes. Miigwetch (thank you) for the opportunity to present our views. I am happy
to answer any questions that you may have.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE BRISTOL BAY AREA HEALTH CORPORATION

The Requests of the Bristol Bay Area Health Corporation (BBAHC) for the fiscal
year 2020 Indian Health Service appropriations and our comments are as follows:

—Clinic Leases.—Direct the Indian Health Service (IHS) to fully fund Village
Built Clinic (VBC) and tribally leased clinics under section 105(1) of the Indian
Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act (ISDEAA).

—CSC Funding.—Continue to fund Contract Support Costs (CSC) at 100 percent
and provide funding on a permanent and mandatory basis.

—Advance Appropriations [ Sequestration.—Provide advance appropriations for the
THS and shield its budget from sequestration or rescissions.

—Increase IHS behavioral healthcare funding (Mental Health [ Substance Abuse)

—Special Diabetes Program for Indians (SDPI).—Multi-year authorization and in-
creased mandatory funding.

—Land Transfer Legislation.—Enactment of S. 224/H.R. 933, to facilitate transfer
of a parcel of land from ITHS to BBAHC on which our dental clinic is located.

The Bristol Bay Area Health Corporation was created in 1973 to provide
healthcare services to Alaska Natives of Southwest Alaska. We began operating and
managing the Kanakanak Hospital and the Bristol Bay Service Unit for the THS
in 1980, and were the first tribal organization to do so under the ISDEAA. BBAHC
is a co-signer to the Alaska Tribal Health Compact with the IHS under the ISDEAA
and is now responsible for providing and promoting healthcare to the people of 28
Alaska Native Villages.

We have made significant progress but now deal with modern-day health prob-
lems. Today, rather than TB and influenza epidemics, we struggle with diseases of
a modern society that include chronic illnesses such as cancer, diabetes, heart dis-
ease and behavioral and mental health needs. The life expectancy of our people has
increased from 47 years of age in 1952 to 69.4 in 1998, still below that of U.S. resi-
dents and other Alaskans.

Village Built Clinics and Section 105(1) Leasing.—We thank Congress for appro-
priating a $36 million increase over base funding for Tribal health clinic leases in
the Fiscal Year 2019 Consolidated Appropriations Acts. And we thank the Alaska
delegation, and in particular Senator Murkowski, for her leadership on this issue,
including her line of questioning of the IHS this issue in your May 1, 2019 hearing.
The $25 million increase over fiscal year 2018 was in recognition of IHS’s responsi-
bility as confirmed by the 2016 Federal court decision in Maniilaq v. Burwell, which
held that section 105(1) of the ISDEAA provides an entitlement to full
compensnation for leases of Tribal facilities used to carry out ISDEAA agreements.
BBAHC utilizes both Village-Built and Section 105(1) leasing. Small chronically un-
derfunded remote clinics serve as an essential health lifeline in rural Alaskan vil-
lages where there is no road system to connect villages to urban centers. As noted
above, BBAHC serves 28 remote villages in southwest Alaska.

Congress has asked THS to submit a report on the budget impact of meeting its
responsibility under Maniilaq v. Burwell. We oppose any appropriataions rider, such
as those included in the administration’s budget proposals for fiscal years 2018 and
2019, which would allow IHS to avoid its responsibility to compensate Tribes fully
for these costs. We ask that Congress again decline to include such a provision in
the fiscal year 2020 IHS appropriation. In addition, we urge that any infrastructure
proposal that may move forward include assistance for village built and tribally
leased clinics, many of which are in poor condition and/or need to be replaced.
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Contract Support Costs (CSC).—BBAHC thanks the House and Senate Interior
Appropriations Subcommittees for their leadership in committing to fully fund IHS
and BIA contract support costs and for finding a way to do it through providng
“such sums as may be necessary” and making it a separate account in the IHS and
BIA budgets. For many years, both the IHS and BIA vastly underpaid the contract
support costs owed to Tribal organizations, and this transformation makes an enor-
mous difference in helping to ensure that Tribes and Tribal organizations can suc-
cessfully exercise their rights and responsibilities under the ISDEAA. The shift is
also likely to significantly improve the Federal-Tribal government-to-government re-
lationship. We ask that you again not include any proposed proviso that would effec-
tively deny CSC carryover authority granted by ISDEAA as you did in fiscal years
2017, 2018, and 2019.

The House Committee Report language fom fiscal year 2018 encouraging IHS to
pay CSC on their grant programs was welcome, and we will continue to advocate
to THS that they take this action.

BBAHC will continue to advocate for our long-term goal of ensuring that full CSC
appropriations are made permanent and mandatory. Under the ISDEAA, the full
payment of CSC is not discretionary; it is a legal obligation affirmed by the Su-
preme Court of the United States. Funding of CSC on a discretionary basis has in
the recent past placed the House and Senate Appropriations Committees, in their
own words, in the “untenable position of appropriating discretionary funds for the
payment of any legally obligated contract support costs.” BBAHC is committed to
working with the appropriate Congressional committees to determine how best to
achieve that goal.

Advance Appropriations for IHS.—We are heartened by the introduction of legisla-
tion to provide advance appropriations for the IHS. Representative Young’s bill,
H.R. 1135, would provide advance appropriations for the IHS Services and Facilities
accounts. Other legislation on this topic is S. 229, introduced by Senator Udall and
companion legislation, H.R. 1128, introduced by Representative McCollum. Those
bills would provide advance appropriations to the IHS Services and Contract Sup-
port Costs accounts and the BIA/BIE Operation of Indian Programs, Contract Sup-
port Costs and the Indian Guaranteed Loan Program.

Sequestration.—BBAHC respectfully requests the subcommittee’s support in
amending the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act to exempt Indian
programs, such as the ITHS and BIA budgets, from across-the board sequestration
of funds. We supported Congress fully exempting Veterans Health Administration
programs from sequestration. However, Indian healthcare, as a Federal trust re-
sponsibility, should be afforded equal treatment. A number of Members of this sub-
committee and other members of Congress have publicly stated that it was an over-
sight that the Indian budgets were not included in the exempt category when the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act was enacted.

Behavioral Health.—We have testified before Congress previously regarding the
hardships in providing for our communities’ behavioral and mental health needs,
particularly with regard to our youth. As you know, there is an epidemic of suicide
among Alaska Natives, especially teens. BBAHC has well-qualified professional staff
who service approximately 6,500 people in our region. But our social workers, coun-
sellors and behavioral health aides have a theoretical caseload of 300 persons each.
The ratio of mental health clinicians to clients is 1 to 1,300. Our 14-bed residential
youth facility for substance abuse (Jake’s Place) has an Alcohol and Drug Safety
program funded by the State of Alaska but it is primarily an education program,
not a treatment program, and much of the education is done remotely, via the Inter-
net.

We appreciate the fiscal year 2019 increases for IHS Alcohol and Substance Abuse
($17.7 million) and Mental Health ($5.4 million) programs while urging additional
increases under the IHS Mental health program for behavioral health integration
and the Zero Suicide Initiative and under the Alchohol and Substance Abuse ac-
count for Generation Indigenous, the pilot youth project, and detoxification. Of the
fiscal year 2019 increase in the Substance Abuse account, $10 million is for a Spe-
cial Behavioral Health Pilot Program modeled after the Special Diabetes Program
for Indians and we thank the Inteiror Appropriations Subcommittees for your work
on this forward-looking proposal.

We acknowledge the HHS Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Adminis-
tration (SAMHSA) fiscal year 2019 Tribal behavioral health grants ($20 million sub-
stance abuse; $20 million mental health) but the need in Indian Country is so great.

Opioid Epidemic.—Indian Country, which has been severely affected by the opioid
abuse epidemic, was initially left out of the funding under the State Opioid Re-
sponse grants. Now, however, Tribes/Tribal organziations received $50 million in fis-
cal year 2018 and will receive the same amount of funding in fiscal year 2019 from
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that program. Per Tribal recommendations ,the funding is being distributed via for-
mula. The recently enacted opoiod legislation, the SUPPORT Act signed into law on
October 24, 2018, includes a Tribal funding allocation and we applaud that. Still,
recommendations from around the Nation urge that significantly more resources are
needed to address this crisis.

Special Diabetes Program for Indians.—The SDPI authorization is set to expire
on September 30, 2019, and while we expect Congress will extend it in some man-
ner, we hope it will not be another short-term extension. For the stability of the
program we and other Tribes and Tribal organizations advocate for a mult-year au-
thorization and an increase in its mandatory funding. SDPI, currently funded at
$150 million annually, has not had an increase since fiscal year 2004. Pending legis-
lation would extend the program for 5 years at $150 million per year, but we urge
that it be provided an overdue increase to at least $200 million per year to help
accout for medical inflation and expansion.

Land Transfer Legislation.—BBAHC also asks for your support in enacting legis-
lation that would direct the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human
Services to convey a 1.474-acre parcel of land, via warranty deed, to BBAHC for the
land on which our new state-of the art dental clinic is located. The legislation is HR
933, introduced on January 30, 2019 by Congressman Young, and S. 224, introduced
on February 1, 2017 by Senators Murkowski and Sullivan. On January 29, the Sen-
ate Committee on Indian Affairs approved S. 224.

The House and Senate bills are identical, and there is no reason they should not
pass under unanimous consent or under suspension of the rules. The property trans-
fer authorized by these bills would enable the land transfer from IHS to BBAHC
via warranty deed, and would supersede any existing quitclaim deed. It would allow
the BBAHC to have greater control over the land and more opportunities for financ-
ing as well as to remove any IHS reversionary interests.

Our dental facility opened in September 2016, on the grounds of the Kanakanak
Hospital Compound. The new clinic replaced a dilapidated clinic and is providing
expanded dental care to our region, where there are very few public dental clinics.
Our service population is 6,500. Part of the funding for the dental facility came from
BBAHC reinvesting its share of a CSC settlement with ITHS that was paid to com-
pensate for years of contract underpayments to the Tribal health organization. The
clinic is the first permanent building owned by BBAHC on the hospital campus and
there is a lot of pride and self-determination that flows from this tribally-owned
dental building.

We appreciate your leadership and commitment to the advancement of Native
American people and thank you for your consideration of the concerns and requests
of the Bristol Bay Area Health Corporation.

[This statement was submitted by Robert J. Clark, President/CEO.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE BUSINESS COUNCIL FOR SUSTAINABLE ENERGY

On behalf of the Business Council for Sustainable Energy (BCSE), I am writing
to express support for fiscal year 2020 Federal investment in initiatives that help
businesses manage environmental issues, foster transparency and best practices in
emissions and water management, and recognize leadership in environmental stew-
ardship and sustainability.

As Congress moves forward with appropriations legislation for fiscal year 2020,
the Council urges Congress to continue robust funding for the EPA offices of Air
and Radiation, Enforcement Division, and Transportation and Air Quality related
to international climate change programs, climate change research and partnership
programs, the Renewable Fuel Standard, water management, and the ENERGY
STAR program.

BCSE is a coalition of companies and trade associations from the energy effi-
ciency, natural gas and renewable energy sectors. It includes independent electric
power producers, investor-owned utilities, public power, manufacturers, commercial
end users and service providers in energy and environmental markets. Founded in
1992, the coalition’s diverse business membership is united around the continued re-
vitalization of the economy and the creation of a secure and reliable energy future
in America.

As a business group working to advance clean energy policies over the last 27
years, BCSE has seen first-hand the importance of the Federal role EPA fills in
sharing information about new technologies and practices to help speed adoption
and allow consumers to make more informed decisions.
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The Federal Government’s role in these efforts is critical to provide transparent,
standardized and independent data and expertise that cannot be replicated by pri-
vate sector or non-governmental organizations with the same credibility.

MAINTAINING AMERICA’S STATUS AS AN ENERGY LEADER

Through regulatory and voluntary initiatives, EPA helps foster the U.S. leader-
ship role in clean energy and transportation technologies globally. Many EPA pro-
grams, including the CHP Partnership, Green Power Partnership, Natural Gas Star,
Methane Challenge, AgStar, Center for Corporate Climate Leadership, SmartWay
Transport Partnership, and others, embody longstanding public-private endeavors
that benefit American businesses and help them continue to compete on a global
scale.

For example, the Natural Gas Star program brings companies together to volun-
tarily conduct projects to reduce methane emissions and share lessons learned on
innovative, cost-effective best practices. The new Methane Challenge program (with-
in Natural Gas STAR) provides a credible platform for partner companies to trans-
parently report the voluntary methane reduction measures they are implementing
company-wide and to be publicly recognized as leaders in methane reduction. Both
programs help companies share technology innovations that modernize and improve
the efficiency of the country’s energy delivery system.

EPA initiatives provide market transparency, encourage voluntary action, and
identify companies that are leaders in businesses and in environmental protection.
Additionally, EPA’s laboratories lead the world in capabilities that make the United
States preeminent in research and analysis which supports private sector capabili-
ties to enhance economic growth and emissions reductions simultaneously.

EPA PROGRAMS PROVIDE VALUE TO U.S. TAXPAYERS

Federal investments in programs implemented by the EPA have multiple benefits
including reducing air pollution, saving consumers money, and achieving energy
independence and security. Additionally, clean energy supported over 3 million jobs
in the United States in 2016, due in part to EPA and other government programs
that encourage the use of clean energy and energy efficiency.!

Programs like ENERGYSTAR have proven track records of success and are ex-
tremely cost-effective. Through brand recognition, information and positive pub-
licity, the ENERGY STAR program has provided the catalyst for many consumers,
homeowners, businesses, and State and local governments to invest in energy effi-
ciency. The Council opposes moving to a fee-based funding model for
ENERGYSTAR, which would erode the integrity and effectiveness of the program.

Under the Office of Transportation and Air Quality, EPA has run the Renewable
Fuel Standard, which has enabled the development of the biomass and biogas indus-
try to help meet lower carbon energy needs. The Council encourages EPA to fund
the registration of projects producing RINs from biogas derived fuels, including re-
newable electricity. This pathway would open up the potential for electricity derived
from biogas, renewable biomass and solid forms of biomass used as transportation
fuel and could significantly contribute to the program.

EPA PROGRAMS PROVIDE CRITICAL SUPPORT TO STATES, TRIBES, AND LOCALITIES

Many State, local, and Tribal efforts to improve the environment are dependent
on the information and resources provided by Federal programs. The EPA provides
valuable technical assistance, analytical tools, and outreach support to State, local,
and Tribal governments that enable the States to administer robust clean energy
and energy efficiency programs. Investing in energy efficiency, renewable energy,
and environmental policies and programs is an important way for State and local
governments to improve air quality and to improve people’s health, and to save
money. For example, EPA’s State and Local Climate and Energy Program offers ex-
pertise about energy efficiency, renewable energy, and climate change policies and
programs to interested State, local, and Tribal governments. By providing these re-
sources, EPA removes barriers that would otherwise prohibit action at the local
level due to resource constraints or lack of information on best practices.

12018 U.S. Energy and Employment Report, available at: https:/staticl.squarespace.com/
static/5a98¢f80ec4eb7c5cd928¢61/t/5¢7f3708fa0d6036d7120d8{/1551849054549/
USEER+2019+US+Energy+Employment+Report.pdf.
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THE FEDERAL ROLE FOR AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE PROGRAMS

EPA can address barriers to the adoption of emissions-reducing technologies—
such as a lack of reliable information, inconsistent regulatory environments, and
workforce training gaps—through activities that include providing objective informa-
tion, creating networks between the public and private sector and providing tech-
nical assistance. These efforts can help energy consumers in all sectors. Through its
programs on renewable energy, natural gas, combined heat and power and energy
efficiency, EPA encourages the use of clean, efficient, and market-ready technologies
that can lower costs and improve resilience in addition to lowering emissions.

EPA also has an important role to play as an international leader in climate
science and emission reduction frameworks. EPA is engaged in a variety of inter-
national activities to advance climate change science, monitor our environment, and
promote activities that reduce greenhouse gas emissions. EPA establishes partner-
ships, provides leadership, and shares technical expertise to support these activities.

The Council wishes to work with Members of the Appropriations Committee to
maximize the value of limited Federal dollars and we request the opportunity to
meet with your staff to further discuss the Council’s position and support for EPA
programs. For questions please contact Carolyn Sloan on the BCSE’s staff at
csloan@bcse.org.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CENTER FOR INVASIVE SPECIES PREVENTION

We are contacting you in support of funding for programs at the USDA Forest
Service that are essential for protecting the resilience of the Nation’s forests in the
face of invasive pests. Specifically, we ask that the subcommittee support funding
of the State and Private Forestry Forest Health Management program at a level of
$104 million; and Research and Development at $310 million.

About one-third of America’s land area supports forests or woodlands. These for-
ests provide many benefits, including wood and non-wood forest products, jobs for
rural economies, wildlife habitat, carbon sequestration, clean water and air, and
aesthetic enjoyment. While these benefits are well understood for rural and wildland
forests, the contributions of urban forests are sometimes not recognized. Urban for-
ests moderate temperatures and winds, thus reducing energy expenditures and re-
lated emissions of carbon dioxide and other pollutants. They moderate stormwater
runoff and related management costs. Urban trees while they filter air and water
pollutants. And they improve the health and wellbeing of city residents.

FOREST HEALTH AND MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

The Cooperative Forest Health Management program supports partners’ efforts to
prevent, monitor, suppress, and eradicate insects, diseases, and invasive plants
through technical and financial assistance to State forestry agencies who deal di-
rectly with private forest owners. Our request for $104 million for Forest Health
Management program would increase funds for work on non-Federal cooperative
lands from $41 to $48 million. We ask for this increase for two reasons. First, over
60 percent of America’s forests are owned by States or private entities. Forest-based
rural economies and the thousands of jobs these non-Federal forests support depend
on the assistance received from USDA Forest Service experts.

Second, non-native pests such as the emerald ash borer, spotted lanternfly, po-
lyphagous and Kuroshio shot hole borer, and laurel wilt disease are usually first in-
troduced in cities or suburbs. This occurs because the imports which transport these
pests are usually destined for population centers. As a result, the newly arrived
pests cause enormous damage to urban forests.

However, the pests don’t stay in the cities. Instead, they proliferate and spread
to forests in rural and wildland areas. This movement is often facilitated by people
moving firewood or plants (such as through the nursery trade) or even household
goods. In this way, the pests introduced to our cities threaten forests across the con-
tinent—including in National forests. For example, the emerald ash borer is killing
trees in many National forests across the Northeast and Midwest; the polyphagous
and Kuroshio shot hole borers are now killing trees in the Cleveland National For-
est. All were first discovered in urban forests.

To be most effective, the USDA Forest Health Management program must ad-
dress pests where they are first found—in urban or semi-rural forests—before they
spread to National forests.

Our request for $48 million for Cooperative Lands seeks to restore some of the
capacity lost in past budget reductions. Between fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year
2018, spending to combat 11 specified non-native insects and pathogens fell by



53

about 50 percent. Furthermore, the Forest Service’ responsibilities to combat these
pests is likely to increase because the USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service has proposed to terminate the program under which it regulates movement
of firewood, nursery stock, and other items which spread the emerald ash borer.
Such a termination will greatly increase the risk that the emerald ash borer will
spread to un-infested Western States. The step will also exacerbate the risk of
spreading many other wood-boring pests that are also transported in firewood.

Another example of the value of the Cooperative Lands program is the pathogen
that causes sudden oak death (SOD). Since 2001, this program has provided an av-
erage of $1.9 million per year to the Oregon Department of Forestry as well as to
National forests and Bureau of Land Management to treat SOD in Curry County,
Oregon. An economic analysis concluded that continuing this cooperative contain-
ment program is essential to protecting economic, cultural, aesthetic, and ecological
values of southwest Oregon. Continuing the slow-the-spread program at approxi-
mately the same level over the next 20 years—at a cost of $30 million—could pre-
vent the loss of 1,200 jobs by 2028 and $57.9 million in wages from 2028.

Of course, a variety of non-native and native pests are threatening National for-
ests. Consequently, CISP also supports funding the Forest Health Management pro-
gram on National Forests at $56 million for fiscal year 2020.

USDA FOREST SERVICE FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH PROGRAM

Effective programs to prevent, suppress, and eradicate non-native insects, dis-
eases, and plants depend on understanding of the pest-host relationship gained
through research. We seek $310 million for the USDA Forest Service Research and
Development program in fiscal year 2020.

Past reductions have already severely reduced the Service’s ability to carry out
vitally important research on non-native insects, diseases, and plants. Thus, funding
for research conducted by the Research stations on 10 non-native pests decreased
from $10 million in fiscal year 2010 to just $3 million in fiscal year 2018. Cuts of
this magnitude cripple the Service’s ability to develop effective tools to manage the
growing number of pests threatening the health of the Nation’s forests, regardless
of ownership.

The budget does not specify funding levels within the Research and Development
budget that should be allocated to non-native insects, pathogens, or other invasive
species. We ask the subcommittee to include in its report language an instruction
that the Service increase the funding for this vital research area to 5 percent of the
total research budget.

For further information, please contact Faith T. Campbell at phytodoer@aol.com.

[This statement was submitted by Faith T. Campbell, President.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CENTRAL ARIZONA WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

On behalf of the Central Arizona Water Conservation District (CAWCD), I encour-
age you to include $2 million for salinity specific projects in the Bureau of Land
Management’s (BLM) Aquatic Habitat Management sub-activity (formerly known as
the Soil, Water and Air Program) in fiscal year 2020. The funding will help protect
the water quality of the Colorado River that is used by approximately 40 million
people for municipal and industrial purposes and used to irrigate approximately 5.5
million acres in the United States.

CAWCD manages the Central Arizona Project (CAP), a multi-purpose water re-
source development and management project that delivers Colorado River water
into central and southern Arizona. The largest supplier of renewable water in Ari-
zona, CAP diverts an average of over 1.5 million acre-feet of Arizona’s 2.8 million
acre-foot Colorado River entitlement each year to municipal and industrial users,
agricultural irrigation districts, and Indian communities.

Our goal at CAP is to provide an affordable, reliable and sustainable supply of
Colorado River water to a service area that includes more than 80 percent of Arizo-
na’s population.

These renewable water supplies are critical to Arizona’s economy and to the
economies of Native American communities throughout the State. Nearly 90 percent
of economic activity in the State of Arizona occurs within CAP’s service area. The
canal provides an economic benefit of $100 billion annually, accounting for one-third
of the entire Arizona gross State product. CAP also helps the State of Arizona meet
its water management and regulatory objectives of reducing groundwater use and
ensuring availability of groundwater as a supplemental water supply during future
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droughts. Achieving and maintaining these water management objectives is critical
to the long-term sustainability of a State as arid as Arizona.

NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF CONCENTRATED SALTS

Natural and man-induced salt loading to the Colorado River creates environ-
mental and economic damages. EPA has identified that more than 60 percent of the
salt load of the Colorado River comes from natural sources. The majority of land
within the Colorado River Basin is federally owned, much of which is administered
by BLM. Human activity, principally irrigation, adds to salt load of the Colorado
River. Further, natural and human activities concentrate the dissolved salts in the
River.

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has estimated the current quan-
tifiable damages at about $454 million per year to U.S. users with projections that
damages would increase to approximately $574 million per year by 2035 if the pro-
gram were not to continue. These damages include:

—A reduction in the yield of salt sensitive crops and increased water use to meet
the leaching requirements in the agricultural sector;

—Increased use of imported water and cost of desalination and brine disposal for
recycling water in the municipal sector;

—A reduction in the useful life of galvanized water pipe systems, water heaters,
faucets, garbage disposals, clothes washers, and dishwashers, and increased use
of bottled water and water softeners in the household sector;

—An increase in the cost of cooling operations and the cost of water softening,
and a decrease in equipment service life in the commercial sector;

—An increase in the use of water and the cost of water treatment, and an in-
crease in sewer fees in the industrial sector;

—A 3ecrease in the life of treatment facilities and pipelines in the utility sector;
an

—Difficulty in meeting wastewater discharge requirements to comply with Na-
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit terms and conditions,
and an increase in desalination and brine disposal costs due to accumulation
of salts in groundwater basins.

Adequate funding for salinity control will prevent the water quality of the Colo-
rado River from further degradation and avoid significant increases in economic
damages to municipal, industrial and irrigation users.

HISTORY OF THE BLM COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROGRAM

In implementing the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974, Congress
recognized that most of the salts in the Colorado River originate from federally
owned lands. Title I of the Salinity Control Act deals with the U.S. commitment to
the quality of waters being delivered to Mexico. Title II of the Act deals with im-
proving the quality of the water delivered to users in the United States. This testi-
mony deals specific with Title II efforts. In 1984, Congress amended the Salinity
Control Act and directed that the Secretary of the Interior develop a comprehensive
program for minimizing salt contributions to the Colorado River from lands adminis-
tered by BLM.

In 2000, Congress reiterated its directive to the Secretary and requested a report
on the implementation of BLM’s program (Public Law 106—459). In 2003, BLM em-
ployed a Salinity Coordinator to increase BLM efforts in the Colorado River Basin
and to pursue salinity control studies and to implement specific salinity control
practices. Meaningful resources have been expended by BLM in the past few years
to better understand salt mobilization on rangelands. With a significant portion of
the salt load of the Colorado River coming from BLM administered lands, the BLM
portion of the overall program is essential to the success of the effort. Inadequate
BLM salinity control efforts will result in significant additional economic damages
to water users downstream.

The threat of salinity continues to be a concern in both the United States and
Mexico. On November 20, 2012, a five-year agreement, known as Minute 319, was
signed between the U.S. and Mexico to guide future management of the Colorado
River. Among the key issues addressed in Minute 319 included an agreement to
maintain current salinity management and existing salinity standards. The United
States, Mexico, and key water users, including CAWCD, worked since 2015 to de-
velop a successor agreement, Minute 323, which was finalized on September 27,
2017. Minute 323 continues collaboration and cooperation among the United States
and Mexico with respect to salinity control in the Colorado River system. The
CAWCD and other key water providers are committed to meeting these goals.
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CONCLUSION

Implementation of salinity control practices through the BLM Program has prov-
en to be a very cost effective method of controlling the salinity of the Colorado River
and is an essential component of the overall Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Program.

CAWCD urges the subcommittee to include $2 million for salinity specific projects
in the BLM’s Soil, Water and Air Program. The continuation of funding will prevent
further degradation of the water quality of the Colorado River and further degrada-
tion and economic damages experienced by municipal, industrial and irrigation
users. A modest investment in source control pays huge dividends in improved
drinking water quality for nearly 40 million Americans.

[This statement was submitted by Theodore C. Cooke, General Manager.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHOCTAW NATION OF OKLAHOMA

On behalf of the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, I am submitting this written state-
ment for the hearing record on the fiscal year 2020 budgets for the Indian Health
Service (IHS) and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). This testimony identifies
healthcare funding priorities and budget issues important to the Choctaw Nation
and its citizens.

First, and foremost, the Choctaw Nation requests that Congress exempt Tribal
Government Services and Program Funding from Sequestrations, Unilateral Rescis-
sions and Budget Cuts in all future appropriations. We also request that Congress
continues to fully fund Contract Support Cost (CSC) without impacting direct pro-
gram funding.

The Choctaw Nation requests that the subcommittee works to approve timely ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2020, and we trust all efforts will be made to have a Fed-
eral appropriation prior to the beginning of the fiscal year. However, in fiscal year
2019, the Interior appropriations, including funding to provide direct healthcare
services for our people, was severely delayed due to the longest partial government
shutdown in our history. The Indian Health Service (IHS) system (including Tribal)
was the only Federal direct healthcare system that was affected by the partial gov-
ernment shutdown, leaving IHS and Tribes alike scrambling to ensure that patients
continued to receive access to critical healthcare services during this time. Tribes,
with the inability to be paid any of its compact funds during the partial shutdown
period, found themselves in the awkward position of finding a way to continue to
administer services that are Trust obligations of the Federal Government for which
the government was not providing funding. This situation is untenable.

The Government Accountability Office (GAO) finalized a report in September,
2018 analyzing the possibility of advanced appropriations for Indian Health Service.
THS Advanced Appropriations would eliminate the negative effect of any govern-
ment shutdown and allow these critical health services to operate uninterrupted. It
is time for advanced appropriations to be enacted for IHS, and we look to the sub-
committee for leadership and support to make it a reality this year.

Thank you for continuing to appropriate funds in 2017 for the Joint Venture
Project (JVP), a proven, successful model for leveraging Federal resources to im-
prove access to care in Indian Country. We most recently opened the Choctaw Na-
tion Durant Regional Medcial Clinic, in February 2017. We were the first Tribal or
IHS program to have an ambulatory surgery suite in an outpatient facility. Other
services also include primary care, dental, pediatrics, lab, diabetes care, community
health nurses, optometry, radiology services (including MRI, CT, bone density,
mammography, ultrasound, fluoroscopy and x-ray), pharmacy, behavioral health,
physical therapy, and numerous specialty care services. This JVP with IHS has
been an invaluable exercise in partnership and investment in improved quality
healthcare for Native American people.

Although there are many facility needs in the Choctaw Nation and Oklahoma City
Area, none are included on the IHS Health Facilities Construction program listing.
The current backlog would take decades to construct at the current pace of appro-
priations and yet it will still not address any needs in Oklahoma. The only viable
option for Tribal health facilities in Oklahoma is the JVP, which is a very small and
highly competitive program. IHS has not held a competition for the program since
2014 and has created a similar ’queue’ as the large Health Facilities Construction
program, which is both bureaucratic and ineffective. The IHS should be strongly en-
couraged to abandon this failed approach and compete the JVP on at least a bi-an-
nual basis to address the highest facility priorities.
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We strongly urge the Committee to protect the Federal trust and treaty obliga-
tions that are funded in the Federal domestic budget. Federal funding that meets
Federal Indian treaty and trust obligations also provides significant contributions
to the economy. The Department of the Interior (DOI), the BIA and Bureau of In-
dian Education (BIE) contribute substantially to economic growth in Tribal areas
through advances in infrastructure, strategic planning, improved practices of gov-
ernance, and the development of human capital.

THE CHOCTAW NATION OF OKLAHOMA

The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma is the third largest Native American Tribal gov-
ernment in the United States with over 230,000 members. The Choctaw Nation ter-
ritory consists of all or part of 102 counties in Southeast Oklahoma, and we are
proudly one of the State’s largest employers. The Nation operates a hospital at
Talihina, Oklahoma, and a system of eight (8) outpatient health facilities, along
with a broad range of ancillary services.

The Nation also administers referred specialty care and sanitation facilities con-
struction; higher education; Johnson O’Malley program; housing improvement; child
welfare and social services; law enforcement; and, many other programs and serv-
ices. The Choctaw Nation has operated under the Self-Governance authority in the
DOI since 1994 and in the Department of Health and Human Services’ IHS since
1995. As a Self-Governance Tribe, the Nation is able to re-design programs to meet
tribally-specific needs without diminishing the United States’ trust responsibility.

NATIONAL BUDGET REQUESTS—INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

1. Special Diabetes Program for Indians.—Support reauthorization of $200 mil-
lion/year for 5 years (IHS): The administration’s budget proposes to move SDPI
from “mandatory funding” which Congress must authorize from time to time
to “discretionary spending” which would allow Congress to control the funding
going to SDPI as part of the annual appropriations process. That means SDPI
will compete with other Indian programs annually, as opposed to being funded
automatically outside of that environment today. Indian Country has not been
consulted on this proposal and the rationale for the request has not been made
available to us. We request no changes until such consultation occurs.

2. Contract Support Costs—Indian Health Service and Bureau of Indian Affairs
(IHS and BIA).—The Nation appreciates the continued support of the Commit-
tees to fully fund CSC requirements without impacting direct Indian health
programs. Beginning in fiscal year 2014, fully funding CSC has made a tre-
mendous improvement and properly retained important health program fund-
ing to direct services. We request that IHS and BIA be instructed to consult
with Tribes on every provision of the CSC Policy until both sides reach con-
sensus; and if at any time the agencies seek to unilaterally make changes, they
should be directed to consult with Tribes prior to any changes in the CSC Pol-

icy.

3. Purchased and Referred Care (PRC).—The Purchased/Referred Care (PRC) pro-
gram pays for urgent and emergency, specialty care and other critical services
that are not directly available through IHS and Tribally-operated health pro-
grams when no IHS direct care facility exists, or the direct care facility cannot
provide the required emergency or specialty care, or the facility has more de-
mand for services than it can currently meet. Although the Nation operates a
hospital facility, the hospital is located in a very rural area, we are the only
provider in the community and services are limited. In fact, our hospital does
not have an intensive care unit, which requires patients to be flown to another
facility using PRC. Therefore, PRC is a significant need to provide intensive
care and tertiary care, as well as emergency transportation.

4. IHS Mandatory Funding (Maintaining Current Services).—Existing funding
levels must keep pace with population growth, inflation and the like, or the re-
sult is similar to a reduced budget with less purchasing power. One very good
example are the extraordinary rise in pharmaceutical costs. Over the last 3
years, the ITHS has seen an increase of 8.8 percent in pharmaceutical expendi-
tures alone.

5. Workforce Development—permanent funding for Graduate Medical Edu-
cation.—The Choctaw Nation has operated an accreditated and successful
Graduate Medical Education program, or GME since receiving a grant from the
Health Care Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) in 2010. The Na-
tion has found the GME program to be integral to our physician recruiting and
retention efforts in a rural, remote area. As a Teaching Health Center, our
residents are very likely to practice following their residency in our health sys-
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tem, or close by in rural Oklahoma, which is also underserved. Physicians con-
sidering employment are often interested in GME and it becomes a recruitment
tool outside the residents themselves. Other benefits are: (1) becoming a THC
is a marker of quality; (2) improved in-house physician coverage; (3) “growing
your own” medical staff from nearby rural communitites; (4) high retention and
satisfaction rates of residency graduates; (5) promotes an environment of life
long learning; (6) provides enhanced continuing medical education opportuni-
ties; (7) encourages Medical Staff to be up on current literature and topics; and
(8) Engages the existing staff and is seen as a “breath of fresh air”. While the
HRSA funding has been helpful, it is competitive and sporatic—sometimes
with unknown future appropriations. GME programs should be funded perma-
nently in the Indian health system so that IHS and Tribal sites with hospitals
can address some of the dire challenges in recruiting and retaining health pro-
fessionals in rural areas.

6. Opioid Funding.—We appreciate the set asides for Indian health that have
been made in various initiatives for funding addressing the opioid epidemic. In-
crease funding and include Tribal set asides rather than to make it funding
through States. Addressing the opioid epidemic is a nationwide priority. Amer-
ican Indians and Alaska Natives (AI/AN) face opioid related fatalities three
times the rate of non-Natives.

7. Information Technology.—The IHS health information technology (HIT) pro-
gram continues to face increased demand for systems improvements and en-
hancements, rising costs, and increased information technology (IT) security re-
quirements driven in part by medical advances, and ever-growing and more
complex requirements for HIT capabilities. Virtually any new program initia-
tive has IT requirements for functionality, modality, data collection, and re-
porting which then must be added to a clinician’s work flow and managed
within the HIT portfolio. In addition to the overall increased demand, the HIT
program must also plan for a change in Electronic Health Record platforms re-
sulting from the decision by the Veteran’s Administration (VA) to replace their
current legacy HIT platform, VistA. To prepare for this transition that is ex-
pected to occur over the next 5 years, the IHS HIT program will be required
to devote additional budgetary resources for infrastructure modernization,
training, and support.

Thank you for accepting my written statement on behalf of the Choctaw Nation
of Oklahoma.

[This statement was submitted by Melanie Fourkiller, Senior Policy Analyst.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CHOOSE CLEAN WATER COALITION

Dear Chair Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:

To follow a common sense path to maintain healthy local water and restore
Chesapeake Bay, which is critical for our regional economy, the undersigned mem-
bers of the Choose Clean Water Coalition request funding for the following pro-
grams in fiscal year 2020:

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Chesapeake Bay Program—$90 million.—We request an increase in funding to
$90 million for the base budget of the Chesapeake Bay Program, which coordinates
Chesapeake Bay watershed restoration and protection efforts. More than two-thirds
of the program’s funds are passed through to the States and local communities for
on-the-ground restoration work through the Small Watershed Grants, Innovative
Nutrient and Sediment Reduction Grants, State Implementation Grants, Chesa-
peake Bay Regulatory and Accountability Program grants and local government
grants. This would be the first increase in funding for the Chesapeake in 6 years—
since a very modest 4 percent increase in fiscal year 2015. We are advocating for
an additional $17 million to go to the States, local governments and local entities
to do on-the-ground restoration that will help the region move toward its clean up
goals in 2025.

We strongly support the Chesapeake Small Watershed Grants and the Innovative
Nutrient and Sediment Reduction Grants—and request $9 million for each of these
critical grant programs. These grants go directly to on-the-ground restoration efforts
by local governments and communities, including to family farms, and are critical
to addressing the new increased pollution loadings from Conowingo Dam. We recog-
nize the high priority that Congress has placed on these two grant programs for
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years and support the effort to get more Federal funds on the ground at the local
level.

We urge you to fund the Chesapeake Bay Program at $90 million in fiscal year
2020, and specify that $9 million of that amount be provided for Small Watershed
Grants ($3 million more than in fiscal year 2019) and $9 million be provided for
Innovative Nutrient and Sediment Reduction Grants ($3 million more than in fiscal
year 2019). We also support additional funding of $5 million for Local Government
Implementation Funding and $6 million for priority watersheds to address the addi-
tional pollution reductions that must be met over the next 6 years, due to the
Conowingo Dam.

Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF)—$5 billion.—This program is critical to
any national initiative to provide a Federal Infrastructure Spending Plan and it pro-
vides the lifeblood for the 1,779 local governments throughout the Chesapeake re-
gion to secure their water infrastructure. The funding level for the Clean Water SRF
has eroded over the years as the clean water needs of local communities have in-
creased dramatically. The Clean Water SRF is one of the funding components of the
Clean Water Act to ensure that local governments have Federal funding support for
:cshe Act’s mandates. We request tripling the current funding for the Clean Water

RF.

These low interest loans are critical for clean water and for ratepayers in the
Chesapeake region and nationwide. We urge you to support the $5 billion funding
level that would provide $1.07 billion in low interest loans to local governments in
Delaware, Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia and the Dis-
trict of Columbia—three times the current level of funding. We also strongly support
targeting 20 percent of the Clean Water SRF funds for green infrastructure and in-
novative projects including those to manage stormwater, which helps communities
improve water quality while creating green space, mitigating flooding. As the list
of clean water infrastructure needs in the Chesapeake region continues to expand,
we request that Congress triple the funding of the Clean Water SRF from fiscal year
2019.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)—Chesapeake Ecosystem Science and Monitoring—
$12.85 million.—We support full funding for USGS to continue to provide the crit-
ical science necessary for restoration and protection efforts for fish, wildlife and the
18 million people in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. USGS monitoring and assess-
ment informs decisions made by the Department of the Interior as well as other
Federal and State partners in the Chesapeake Bay Program on issues related to
fisheries and associated water quality, waterfowl and their habitats, and land pro-
tection.

In fiscal year 2020, USGS, working with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), will put a new focus on habitat conditions for commercial
and recreational fisheries. This will help State and Federal agencies develop a more
comprehensive approach to restore and protect fisheries. The comprehensive ap-
proach will better tie together Chesapeake Bay Program efforts to: (1) reduce nutri-
ent and sediment pollution under the Bay total maximum daily load (TMDL); (2)
mitigate the effects of toxic contaminants; and (3) improve stream and estuary habi-
tats important for fisheries.

National Park Service—Chesapeake Regional Programs—$3.891 million.—The Na-
tional Park Service Chesapeake Bay Office has led efforts on a number of small, but
very important programs that focus on increasing public access and the use of eco-
logical, cultural and historic resources of the Chesapeake region.

We are requesting increased funding for the key program currently administered
by the National Park Service Chesapeake Bay Office in the Chesapeake Bay water-
shed: Chesapeake Bay Gateways and Trails ($3.0 million). Gateways helps to pre-
serve critical landscapes and natural resources in the region and has contributed
over $16 million in technical and financial assistance for more than 300 projects in
the Bay watershed. We urge you to increase funding for the Gateways program from
$2.02 million in fiscal year 2019 to $3 million in fiscal year 2020. In addition, we
urge continued support for coordinating programs through the National Park Serv-
ice Chesapeake Bay Office ($495,000). In addition, as in the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2018, we urge you to extend the authorization for the Chesapeake Bay
Gateways and Trails program, specifically for 2 more years.

We also support continued funding for the Captain John Smith Chesapeake Na-
tional Historic Trail at $396,000. We are, however, very concerned with the recent
administrative transfer of this Historic Trail program from the National Park Serv-
ice Chesapeake Bay Office to the Colonial National Historic Park in Virginia. We
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urge Congress to reassert your intent that the Captain John Smith Chesapeake Na-
tional Historic Trail be administered by the National Park Service Chesapeake Bay
Office in Annapolis, Maryland, as it has been since 2007.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR/U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

National Park Service/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/U.S. Forest Service—Land
and Water Conservation Fund Priority Projects in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed—
$16.7705 million.—We strongly support full funding for the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund. In particular, we support continuation of the strategic use of funds
from the Land and Water Conservation Fund for priority projects in the Chesapeake
Bay watershed. These efforts target conservation funds for critical priority land-
scapes throughout the Chesapeake Bay region. The following projects would protect
more than 6,000 acres of nationally significant resources.

—U.S Fish and Wildlife Service—James River National Wildlife Refuge—$750,000

(255 acres)
—U.S Fish and Wildlife Service—Rappahannock River Valley National Wildlife
Refuge—$3 million (968 acres)

—U.S. Forest Service—George Washington and Jefferson National Forests—
$435,500 (144 acres)

—U.S. Forest Service—George Washington and Jefferson National Forests—
$4,285,000 (2,897 acres)

—National Park Service—Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic
Trail—$5,000,000 (1,400 acres)

—National Park Service—Richmond National Battlefield Park—$3,300,000 (380
acres)

Thank you for your consideration of these very important requests. Please contact
Peter J. Marx at peter@choosecleanwater.org with any questions or concerns.

Action Together Northeastern
Pennsylvania

Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay

Alliance for the Shenandoah Valley

American Chestnut Land Trust

American Rivers

Anacostia Riverkeeper

Anacostia Watershed Society

Annapolis Green

Arundel Rivers Federation

Audubon Maryland/DC

Audubon Naturalist Society

Audubon Society of Northern Virginia

Back Creek Conservancy

Baltimore Tree Trust

Blue Heron Environmental Network

Blue Ridge Watershed Coalition

Blue Water Baltimore

Butternut Valley Alliance

Cacapon Institute

Capital Region Land Conservancy

Catskill Mountainkeeper

Center for Progressive Reform

Chapman Forest Foundation

Chemung River Friends

Chesapeake Bay Foundation

Chesapeake Climate Action Network

Chesapeake Conservancy

Chesapeake Legal Alliance

Chesapeake Wildlife Heritage

Clean Fairfax

Clean Water Action

Clean Water Linganore

Coalition for Smarter Growth

Conservation Voters of Pennsylvania

DC Environmental Network

Delaware Nature Society

Ducks Unlimited

Earth Conservation Corps

Earthworks

Earth Forum of Howard County

Eastern Pennsylvania Coalition for
Abandoned Mine Reclamation

Eastern Shore Land Conservancy

Elizabeth River Project

Environmental Integrity Project

Environmental Justice Center of
Chestnut Hill United Church

Environmental Working Group

Experience Learning

Float Fishermen of Virginia

Friends of Accotink Creek

Friends of Frederick County

Friends of Herring Run Park

Friends of Little Hunting Creek

Friends of Lower Beaverdam Creek

Friends of Quincy Run

Friends of Sligo Creek

Friends of the Bohemia

Friends of the Cacapon River

Friends of Dyke Marsh

Friends of the Middle River

Friends of the Nanticoke River

Friends of the North Fork of the
Shenandoah River

Friends of the Rappahannock

Friends of St. Clements Bay

Goose Creek Association

Interfaith Partners for the Chesapeake

James River Association

Lackawanna River Conservation
Association

Lancaster Farmland Trust

Little Falls Watershed Alliance
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Lower Shore Land Trust

Lower Susquehanna Riverkeeper

Lynnhaven River NOW

Maryland Conservation Council

Maryland Environmental Health
Network

Maryland League of Conservation Voters

Maryland Native Plant Society

Maryland Nonprofits

Maryland Science Center

Mattawoman Watershed Society

Mid-Atlantic Council Trout Unlimited

Middle Susquehanna Riverkeeper

Muddy Branch Alliance

National Aquarium

National Parks Conservation Association

National Wildlife Federation

Natural Resources Defense Council

Nature Abounds

NeighborSpace of Baltimore County

New York League of Conservation Voters

New York State Council of Trout
Unlimited

Neighbors of the Northwest Branch

Otsego County Conservation Association

Otsego Land Trust

Partnership for Smarter Growth

Patapsco Heritage Greenway

Patuxent Tidewater Land Trust

PennEnvironment

PennFuture

Pennsylvania Council of Churches

Pennsylvania Council of Trout Unlimited

Piedmont Environmental Council

Potomac Conservancy

Potomac Riverkeeper

Potomac Riverkeeper Network

Potomac Valley Audubon Society

Queen Anne’s Conservation Association

Preservation Maryland

Rachel Carson Council

Restore America’s Estuaries

Rappahannock League for
Environmental Protection

Richmond Audubon Society

Rivanna Conservation Alliance

St. Mary’s River Watershed Association

Savage River Watershed Association

Severn River Association

Shenandoah Riverkeeper Shenandoah
Valley Network

ShoreRivers

Sidney Center Improvement Group

Sierra Club—Maryland Chapter

Sleepy Creek Watershed Association

Southeast Rural Community Assistance
Project

Southern Environmental Law Center

Southern Maryland Audubon Society

SouthWings

Susquehanna Heritage

Talbot Preservation Alliance

The Downstream Project

Transition Howard County

Trash Free Maryland

Trout Unlimited

Upper Potomac Riverkeeper

Upper Susquehanna Coalition

Virginia Association of Biological
Farming

Virginia Conservation Network

Virginia League of Conservation Voters

Warm Springs Watershed Association

Waterfront Partnership of Baltimore,
Inc.

Waterkeepers Chesapeake

West Virginia Citizen Action Group

West Virginia Environmental Council

West Virginia Highlands Conservancy

West Virginia Rivers Coalition

Wetlands Watch

Wicomico Environmental Trust

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CHUGACH REGIONAL RESOURCES COMMISSION

The Chugach Regional Resources Commission (CRRC) is pleased to submit writ-
ten testimony reflecting the needs, concerns and requests of CRRC for fiscal year
2020 appropriations for the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). Our recurring funding
is included in the administration’s annual budget within the BIA’s Tribal Manage-
ment Development Program (TM/DP) account. The Bureau of Indian Affairs not only
has a legal and contractual obligation to provide funding for the CRRC, but the
CRRC is able to translate this funding into real economic opportunity for those liv-
ing in the small Alaska Native villages located in Prince William Sound and Lower
Cook Inlet. We leveraged a meager budget of well under a half million dollars in
BIA funds and to operate with a budget of nearly $2 million to support community-
based programs (almost a five-to-one ratio). In previous years, the administration
has proposed to cut TMDP funding by 25 percent and slash our funding. Reducing
the already-modest funding we and other organizations like ours receive would be
a mistake, and we urge this Committee to consider expanding on the resources we
have available to do our critical work.

For example, a modest increase of $100,000 in fiscal year 2020 funding for CRRC
may translate into as much as $500,000 in additional revenues that we can use to
serve our Alaska Native communities. As noted in the administration’s budget re-
quest for fiscal year 2019 concerning the BIA’s TM/DP:

[TThe Tribal Management/Development Program (TMDP) supports Tribal
self- determination by allowing Tribal management of fish and game
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programs . . . Contract agreements are executed with individual fish and
wildlife resource Tribes [and consortia] to accomplish management objec-
tives. Tribes administer programs that contribute significantly towards eco-
nomic development [].

CRRC is an intertribal organization organized in 1984 by the seven Native Vil-
lages located in Prince William Sound and Lower Cook Inlet in South-central Alas-
ka; namely, Tatitlek Village IRA Council, Chenega IRA Council, Port Graham Vil-
lage Council, Nanwalek IRA Council, Native Village of Eyak, Qutekcak Native
Tribe, and Valdez Native Tribe. The success of our programs, from both an economic
and social standpoint, make them an integral part of our constituent Tribes’ ongoing
development. Reductions in our BIA funding will limit our outreach and ability to
leverage additional Federal, State, local and other Tribal resources which are crit-
ical to our program’s and our constituent Tribes’ success.

CRRC was created to address environmental and natural resources issues and to
develop culturally-sensitive economic projects at the community level to support the
sustainable development of the region’s natural resources. The Native Villages’ ac-
tion to create a separate Tribal entity demonstrates the concern and importance the
Tribal governments hold for environmental and natural resource management and
protection—which is the wellspring for jobs and the perpetuation of our Alaska Na-
tive communities and culture.

Through its many important programs, CRRC provides employment for up to 20
Native people in the Chugach Region annually—an area of high unemployment—
through programs that conserve and restore our natural resources and ensure a fu-
ture for our Tribal communities.

Federal investment in CRRC has translated into real economic opportunities, sav-
ings and community investments that have a great impact on the Chugach region.
Our employees are able to earn a living and support their families, thereby remov-
ing them from the rolls of people needing Alaska State and Federal support. This
contributes to family and community stability and is a bulwark against depression,
substance abuse, suicide and other ills that plague remote Tribal communities. With
the job opportunities made possible by CRRC programs, Alaska Native members are
able to reinvest their wages into the community, supporting the employment of and
opportunities for other Alaska Native and non-Native families. Our programs also
support future economic and commercial opportunities for the Prince William Sound
and Lower Cook Inlet regions—protecting and developing our shellfish industry and
other natural resources.

Programs.—CRRC has leveraged its recurring BIA funding into almost $2 million
to support our community-based programs. Specifically, the $410,000 in base fund-
ing provided through BIA appropriations has allowed CRRC to maintain core ad-
ministrative operations and seek specific project funding from other sources such as
the Administration for Native Americans (ANA), the State of Alaska, Bureau of In-
dian Affairs (BIA), U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the U.S. De-
partment of Education, the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council, the North Pa-
cific Research Board and other foundations. This diverse funding pool has enabled
CRRC to develop and operate several important programs that provide vital serv-
ices, valuable products, and necessary employment and commercial opportunities.
These programs include:

Alutiiq Pride Shellfish Hatchery.—The Alutiiq Pride Shellfish Hatchery is the only
shellfish hatchery in the State of Alaska. The 20,000 square foot shellfish hatchery
is located in Seward, Alaska, and houses shellfish seed (cockles, littlenecks and but-
ter clams), brood stock and algae production facilities. Alutiiq Pride is undertaking
a hatchery nursery operation, as well as grow-out operation research to adapt
mariculture techniques for the Alaskan Shellfish industry. The Hatchery is also con-
ducting scientific research on blue and red king crab as part of a larger federally-
sponsored program.

Alutiiq Pride has already been successful in culturing geoduck, oyster, littleneck
clam, and razor clam species and is currently working on sea cucumbers. This re-
search has the potential to dramatically increase commercial opportunities for the
region in the future. The activities of Alutiiq Pride are especially important for the
region; as the only shellfish hatchery in the State, it is uniquely qualified to carry
out this research and production.

Alutiiq Pride staff are working on developing a shellfish sanctuary concept in Port
Graham and Resurrection Bay, acquiring land use permits from the Department of
Natural Resources for Port Graham and from the Alaska Railroad for Resurrection
Bay. Port Graham has been stocked with 220 little neck, 200 cockles and 220 butter
clam adults and CRRC is working to reduce predation and ensure greater survival
rates.
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Alutiiq Pride also devotes considerable time to its Ocean Acidification (OA) moni-
toring lab, processing 300 discrete samples collected from villages and scientific
partners. A Burk-O- Later, an instrument that tests for aragonite saturation, re-
quired for shellfish to form their shells, requires frequent maintenance and calibra-
tion.

Alutiiq Pride recently implemented a preventive maintenance program to prolong
the useful life of essential capital equipment. Alutiiq Pride installed chillers at its
facility that were donated by the University of Alaska. The chillers will house king
crab brood stock in the event water temperatures are too high. In 2016, warm
waters caused the crabs to release their larvae early which reduced survivability.

Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council.—As a member of the AMBCC,
CRRC works with 10 Native non-profit organizations, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv-
ice (USFWS), and the State of Alaska to develop regulations governing the subsist-
ence harvest of migratory birds during the spring and summer. As a result of many
years representing the Chugach Region on the AMBCC, CRRC was unanimously se-
lected to serve as the managing entity for the statewide program, housing staff in
the CRRC office and providing overall management of the subsistence migratory
bird program on behalf of the USFWS. Funding for this program comes from the
USFWS to the Alaska Native non-profit organization through cooperative agree-
ments. There is no specific line item for the AMBCC in the USFWS budget, so the
Tribes do not know what level of funding will be available for the program, from
year to year. In addition, funding decisions for the AMBCC are done internally at
the USFWS, so there is no opportunity for input by the Tribes in this decision-
making process. The Native Caucus of the AMBCC has directed the staff to pursue
a Public Law 93-638 contract or compact with the USFWS and we are asking Con-
gress to support this effort with $1 million in funding.

Climate Change.—CRRC has been identifying and addressing climate needs rel-
ative to understudied resources of high cultural value to our member Tribes through
its Climate Change Program. Changing climate affects ecosystems in the Gulf of
Alaska, Prince William Sound, Cook Inlet, and the Kenai Peninsula in a variety of
ways. CRRC’s member Tribes are extremely susceptible to climate change from ad-
verse effects relating to declining water resources, reduced aquaculture productivity,
changing resource harvest patterns, and resource availability. This program ad-
dresses ecosystem information needs as it will demonstrate the need to integrate
across information types (i.e., weather, climate, socioeconomic, policy, and ecology)
to better inform those involved in climate change-related decisionmaking for eco-
system management. Through your support for this project, we have been able to
secure additional funding to focus on vulnerability assessments for key subsistence
species, the development of an adaptation plan, and harmful algal blooms, and food
security.

Traditional Foods Security.—There is heightened concern about the availability of
and the potential contaminants in the subsistence foods that Tribal members eat.
The primary food sources have changed dramatically over the past 100 years. Tradi-
tional food systems such as hunting, fishing, and gathering have declined and there
has been an increased reliance on store-bought foods. The intrinsic value of har-
vesting a local food sources in traditional ways cannot be overstated. Issues our
member Tribes face include changing marine and terrestrial environments where
traditional foods gathered in the forest and on the beaches near the villages are no
longer available. The ways in which foods are produced, distributed and consumed
have direct implications for the local economy and community.

Bureau of Indian Affairs Invasive Species Program.—Each year, the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs announces grant opportunities through the BIA Natural Resources pro-
gram. In the announcement under “Project Eligibility” it reads: “Successful applica-
tions will focus on the management/control of invasive species on Tribal trust lands,
individual Indian allotment lands, or in areas managed by Tribes through treaties
or agreements.” The Invasive Species Program is for invasive species on land man-
aged by Tribes and is not intended for marine waters, since these are not areas
managed by Tribes. Some of our Tribes, Nanwalek and Port Graham, have trust
lands, the others, Chenega Bay, Eyak, Seward, Valdez and Tatitlek do not. There-
fore, Nanwalek and Port Graham would be eligible for the Invasive Species Program
funding for any work on those allotment lands, but CRRC could not implement a
region-wide invasive species management approach. This funding is important to
our Tribes. Coastal Tribes, especially those who rely on healthy marine ecosystems,
are especially vulnerable to the potential harm of invasive species. CRRC’s member
Tribes are willing to initiate a proactive response to the dangers of invasive species,
but the trust land requirement prevents them from participating.
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CONCLUSION

We urge the subcommittee and Congress to protect and increase CRRC’s fiscal
year 2019 appropriation level of $410,000 in the BIA’s fiscal year 2020 budget for
TMDP. We also, urge the subcommittee to support the AMBCC with additional
funding and direct the BIA to move past its overly-restrictive eligibility require-
ments for the Invasive Species program. With a five-to-one return on every Federal
dollar invested in CRRC, we clearly demonstrate our ability to effectively administer
these dollars.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our testimony.

[This statement was submitted by Patricia K. Schwalenberg, Executive Director.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION AGAINST FOREST PESTS

SIGNATORIES:

American Forests, Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, California Forest Pest
Council, Center for Invasive Species Prevention, Maine Forest Service, National
Association of Forest Owners, National Woodland Owners Association, Pennsyl-
vania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources Bureau of Forestry,
Vermont Woodlands Association

Dear Honorable Chairwoman Murkowski, Honorable Ranking Member Udall, and
Honorable Committee Members:

The Coalition Against Forest Pests (CAFP) consists of non-profit organizations,
for-profit entities, landowners, State agency associations and academic scholars who
have joined together to improve our Nation’s efforts to address forest health threats.

We thank you for your continued support of USDA Forest Service State and Pri-
vate Forestry programs in the fiscal year 2019 Omnibus bill. We write to ask your
support for adequate funding of programs managed by the USDA Forest Service
that help keep the Nation’s forests healthy by preventing introduction and spread
of invasive pests. Specifically, we ask the Subcommittee on Interior, Environment
and Related Agencies to maintain fiscal year 2019 funding levels in fiscal year 2020
and increase funding for specific programs with a long and effective history of de-
tecting and eradicating non-native forest pests.

Forested landscapes cover approximately one-third of the land area of the United
States. All forests benefit Americans. Whether rural or urban; Federal, State or pri-
vately forests they provide wood products, jobs for rural economies, wildlife habitat,
carbon sequestration, clean water and air, and aesthetic enjoyment.

FOREST HEALTH AND MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS ON COOPERATIVE LANDS

Maintaining or increasing funding for forest health management on cooperative
lands is essential to ensuring the health and productivity of the Nation’s forests,
over 60 percent of which are State or privately owned. Forest-based rural economies
and the thousands of jobs they support are also tied to healthy forests, not only in
the forest products sector but for recreation industries as well. The economic well-
being of tens of thousands of American families depends on healthy forests.

Since fiscal year 2010, spending to combat 2011 specified non-native insects and
pathogens decreased about 50 percent—to $12.8 million in fiscal year 2018. Pest
species suffering the largest cuts are the Asian longhorned beetle, hemlock woolly
adelgid, oak wilt, sudden oak death, and the combination of gold spotted oak borer,
thousand cankers disease, and laurel wilt. These pests do not limit themselves to
destruction on federally owned lands.

Since 2001, Oregon Department of Forestry, USFS, & BLM have spent an average
of $1.9 million per year to treat Sudden Oak Death in Curry County, Oregon. Con-
tinuing this cooperative containment program is essential to protecting economic,
cultural, aesthetic, and ecological values of southwest Oregon. Based on models of
disease spread, recent economic analysis concluded that continuing to spend at ap-
proximately the same level —$30 million spent on slow the spread treatments over
the next 20 years—could offset the loss of 1,200 jobs by 2028 and $580 million in
wages from 2028 to 2038.

The Cooperative Forest Health Management program supports activities related
to prevention, monitoring, suppression, and eradication of insects, diseases, and
plants through technical and financial assistance to State forestry agencies who deal
directly with private forest owners. Because forest pests and disease know no
bounds, controlling pests on private lands can stop millions of dollars in damage to
public lands and vice versa.



64

CAFP supports funding the Forest Health Management on Cooperative Lands Pro-
gram at 551 million and on National Forests at $59 million for fiscal year 2020.

USDA FOREST SERVICE FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH PROGRAM

Effective programs to prevent, suppress, and eradicate non-native insects, dis-
eases, and plants depend on understanding of the pest-host relationship gained
through research.

The Service’s ability to carry out vitally important research on non-native insects,
diseases, and plants has already been severely reduced by cuts in previous years.
Funding for research conducted by the Research stations on 10 non-native pests has
decreased from $10 million in fiscal year 2010 to just $3 million in fiscal year 2018.
Cuts of this magnitude cripple the Service’s ability to develop effective tools to man-
age the growing number of pests threatening the health of the Nation’s forests
across all ownerships.

CAFP supports funding the Forest and Rangeland Research Program in fiscal year
2020 at $303 million, of which $32 million should be allocated to invasive species
research.

USDA FOREST SERVICE URBAN AND COMMUNITY FORESTS PROGRAM

Urban and community forests play a critical role in the health of our cities and
the health our cities’ residents. These forests and tree canopies provide noise abate-
ment, temperature reductions, runoff filtration and flood control as well as improv-
ing the quality of life for those living in and around these green areas.

When non-native insects and diseases attack trees and forests, enormous losses
may arise. Most of the quantified costs are in cities and suburbs; across the country
each year, municipal governments spend more than $2 billion per year to remove
trees on city property that are killed by non-native pests. Homeowners spend $1 bil-
lion every year to remove and replace trees on their properties and absorb an addi-
tional $1.5 billion in reduced property values. As new pests are introduced, and es-
tablished pests spread, these costs will only continue to rise.

A considerable number of non-native invasive pests and diseases are introduced
through cities. As noted above, these pests cost people living in these cities and sub-
urbs—directly or through their local taxes—billions of dollars per year to remove
and replace trees killed by the non-native pests. As new pests are introduced, and
established pests spread, these costs will only continue to rise. For example, the po-
lyphagous and Kuroshio shot hole borers are projected to cost municipalities and
homeowners in California $36.2 billion if spread is not prevented.

CAFP supports funding the Urban and Community Forests Program at $35 million
for fiscal year 2020.

For further information, please contact Faith T. Campbell, Coalition Contact Per-
son, Coalition Against Forest Pests, at phytodoer@aol.com.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION FOR AMERICAN HERITAGE

Chairwoman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the sub-
committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to offer the Coalition for American Heritage’s rec-
ommendations for fiscal year 2020 Interior, Environment and Related Agencies ap-
propriations.

The Coalition for American Heritage (“the Coalition”) is an organization com-
prised of heritage professionals, scholars, small businesses, non-profits and history-
lovers across the country. Our 350,000 members work together to promote our Na-
tion’s commitment to historic preservation. Preserving historic resources helps sta-
bilize neighborhoods, attract investment, create jobs, generate tax revenues, support
small businesses, and power America’s heritage tourism industry.

To continue our country’s proud tradition of preservation, the Coalition urges ro-
bust funding for all of the U.S. Department of the Interior’s historic preservation
and cultural management programs, and for the National Endowment for the Arts
and the National Endowment for the Humanities. Respectfully, the Coalition urges
the Committee to approve the following funding levels for fiscal year 2020:

—National Park Service (NPS): $2.5 billion

—NPS Historic Preservation Fund: $148.5 million

—NPS Deferred Maintenance: $476 million

—NPS Office of International Affairs: $1.5 million



65

—NPS National Heritage Areas and Heritage Partnership Program: $32 million

—{Sureau of Land Management (BLM) Cultural Resources Management: $20 mil-
ion

—BLM National Landscape Conservation System: $45 million

—Department of Interior Land and Conservation Fund (LWCF): continued in-
crease toward the full $900 million in dedicated funding from offshore mineral
leasing revenues

—National Endowment for the Arts (NEA): $167.5 million

—National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH): $167.5 million

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

We urge the Committee to fund the NPS at the fiscal year 2019 enacted level of
$2.5 billion. The popularity of our national parks is at an all-time high. Our country
cannot afford unwarranted reductions to visitor services and cuts to the responsible
stewardship of our historic and cultural resources. The NPS is responsible for 418
National Park System units. Over the past 20 years, more than 40 new parks have
been added to the park system. Many recent additions preserve historic places and
themes that have traditionally been underrepresented within the system.

Within the $2.5 billion requested, we recommend robust funding for Resource
Stewardship, including $1 million for the National Underground Railroad Network
to Freedom, $2 million for the African American Civil Rights Network, and $2 mil-
lion for the Reconstruction Era National Historic Network. Funding for these pop-
ular initiatives provides the public with valuable educational resources that honor
and preserve our country’s rich African American heritage and history for future
generations.

NPS HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND

We urge the Committee to appropriate $148.5 million in fiscal year 2020 for the
Historic Preservation Fund (HPF), a vital program that, in partnership with States,
local governments and Tribes, is the cornerstone of our country’s historic preserva-
tion initiatives.

q Within the $148.5 million request, we recommend the following funding break-
own:

—$60 million for State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs)for heritage preser-
vation and protection programs.

—$20 million for Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs).

—$5 million for a new competitive grant program to digitize, map and survey his-
toric and cultural resources. Using this program, SHPOs and THPOs could cre-
ate and enhance GIS-based maps of historic resources and develop predictive
models. This investment would advance the faster, less expensive, and more ef-
ficient delivery of infrastructure projects while ensuring the protection of Amer-
ica’s most cherished historic resources.

—$30 million for competitive grants to document, interpret, and preserve historic
sites associated with the Civil Rights Movement.

—3$15 million for Save America’s Treasures grants for the preservation of nation-
ally significant sites, structures and artifacts.

—$10 million for grants to Historically Black Colleges and Universities to pre-
serve and repair historic buildings.

—$7.5 million for preservation grants to revitalize historic properties of national,
State, and local significance.

—$1 million for competitive grants for the survey and nomination of properties
associated with communities currently underrepresented on the National Reg-
ister of Historic Places and National Historic Landmarks.

NPS DEFERRED MAINTENANCE

We urge the Committee to appropriate $476 million in fiscal year 2020 to address
the deferred maintenance backlog at America’s national parks. Almost half of the
current backlog concern historic assets. Robust investments in this area will con-
tribute to the successful preservation of historic sites and structures and other NPS
cultural resources. Without critically needed funding for repair and rehabilitation,
these critical sites, buildings and artifacts that draw visitors to our national parks
assets risk further deterioration and potential loss.

Within the $476 million request, we recommend the following funding breakdown:

—$160 million for Line Item Construction projects
—$150 million for Repair and Rehabilitation
—$166 million for Cyclic Maintenance
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Line Item Construction projects: We support at least $160 million toward address-
ing the needs of the highest priority non-transportation assets.

Repair and Rehabilitation: We recommend $150 million, a $14 million increase
above the fiscal year 2019 enacted level. The Committee’s support for these pro-
grams has been very helpful in addressing the long-term maintenance needs at
America’s national parks over the past several years.

Cyclic Maintenance: We recommend $160 for cyclic maintenance, a $15 million in-
crease above the fiscal year 2019 enacted level. These efforts are critical to pre-
venting assets from degrading to the point of needing repair. Performing regular
maintenance will help prevent an increase in the number of deferred maintenance
projects.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE: OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

We urge a $1.5 million fiscal year 2020 appropriation for the NPS Office of Inter-
national Affairs. This funding would ensure that the United States can robustly en-
gage in and support the World Heritage Program. Communities throughout the
country are pursuing nominations of sites in their area to the World Heritage List,
including Hopewell Ceremonial Earthworks in Ohio and Mount Vernon in Virginia.
The Office of International Affairs is critical to shepherding advocates through the
nominations process.

The administration proposed to consolidate the Southwest Border Protection Pro-
gram into the Office of International Affairs program. We are very concerned that
this change would mean that the Office of International Affairs will not have the
resources necessary to fulfill its mission effectively.

NPS NATIONAL HERITAGE AREAS

We recommend $32 million in funding for the Heritage Partnership Program and
our National Heritage Areas (NHAs). Through the use of public-private partner-
ships, NHAs support historic preservation, heritage tourism, and recreation. These
pr(:lgramds collaborate with communities to make heritage relevant to local interests
and needs.

BLM CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

We urge the Committee to appropriate $20 million, a modest increase of $3 mil-
lion above the fiscal year 2019 enacted level. The increase is necessary to fulfill the
BLM’s substantial workload requirements under the National Historic Preservation
Act, for land use assessments (up to 13,000 per year) and inventory and protection
of cultural resources. The increase would support surveys of sensitive areas, site
protection and stabilization projects for sites vulnerable to unauthorized activities
and damage due to fire, erosion and changing water levels. Increased funding would
also support updated predictive modeling and data analysis to enhance the BLM’s
ability to address large-scale, cross-jurisdictional land-use projects. To support the
effective implementation of the increased appropriation level, we further recommend
that the Committee encourage the BLM to promote inventory information-sharing
with State and Tribal historic preservation officers.

BLM NATIONAL LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION SYSTEM

We urge a $45 million fiscal year 2020 appropriation for the National Landscape
Conservation System. An increase in base funding will prevent critical damage to
36 million acres of congressionally and presidentially designated National Monu-
ments, National Conservation Areas, Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas, National
Scenic and Historic Trails, and Wild Scenic Rivers. Increased funding will ensure
proper management and provide for a quality visitor experience.

We urge the Committee to reject the administration’s proposed cuts to the Oregon
and California Grants Lands programs, which would result in reduced visitor serv-
ices, decreased maintenance and care of trails, and fewer educational and interpre-
tive resources.

BLM LAND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

We urge the Committee to reject the administration’s drastic cuts to the LWCF.
Instead, we urge the Committee to continue increasing LWCF funding toward the
full $900 million from offshore mineral leasing revenues that is dedicated to the
LWCF annually. Many of our country’s most significant historic and cultural land-
scapes have been permanently protected through LWCF investments, including
Martin Luther King Jr. National Historic Park, Canyons of the Ancients National
Monument, and Hopewell Culture National Historic Park. In total, more than $550



67

million has been invested to acquire historic sites and 137,000 acres in 162 NPS
units.

Within LWCF funding, we urge the Committee to fund the American Battlefield
Protection Program (ABPP) at §10 million in fiscal year 2020. Through public-pri-
vate partnerships, the ABPP has helped communities to preserve more than 100
historic battlefields in 42 States and territories. In protecting the hallowed ground
upon which so many Americans fought and died, the ABPP preserves a valuable
part of our shared history.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES: ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

We request $7 million for the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP),
to fund its work to administer the rulemaking process for historic preservation law,
assist in resolving conflicts from historic resource reviews, and provide advice on
historic preservation.

NATIONAL ENDOWMENTS FOR THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES

The Coalition urges the Committee to fund the NEA and the NEH at $167.5 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2020. Robust funding for the NEA and NEH is critical to commu-
nities across America. For example, support from the NEA has created programs
like Arts and Shadows at the Shadows-on-the-Teche in Louisiana that put region-
ally-based artists in residence at the site, resulting in programming that attracted
new audiences and served as a prototype for broader arts-focused programming that
draws people to the town’s commercial district. The NEA is also a collaborator in
the Blue Star Museums program, which offers America’s active duty military fami-
lies free admission to more than 2,000 museums every summer. NEH support has
brought teachers from around the country to learn about history in the places that
it was made, and to carry those experiences back to their classrooms.

The Coalition is grateful to the Committee for the opportunity to offer its perspec-
tive on fiscal year 2020 appropriations for the Interior, Environment and Related
Agencies appropriations bill. The Coalition stands ready to work with the Com-
mittee on finding common ground to achieve the fiscal year 2020 funding levels that
will support and enhance historic preservation.

[This statement was submitted by Marion Werkheiser, Policy Director.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION FOR THE DELAWARE RIVER WATERSHED

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, The Honorable Tom Udall,
Chair Ranking Minority Member
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment Subcommittee on Interior, Environment
and Related Agencies and Related Agencies
S-128 Capitol S-146A Capitol
U.S. Senate U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510 Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chair Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:

The undersigned members of the Coalition for the Delaware River Watershed re-
quest continued support for programs that are essential to protecting and restoring
natural resources throughout the Delaware River Watershed, a 5-State region (New
York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, and Maryland) that drains into the
Delaware River and Delaware Bay. The watershed serves as the drinking water
source for more than 15 million people, or roughly 5 percent of the U.S. population
in the densely populated Mid-Atlantic region. The Delaware River Watershed also
generates $25 billion in annual economic activity, including agriculture, recreation
and eco-tourism, hunting and fishing, port benefits, commercial fishing, and it sup-
ports at least 600,000 jobs with over $10 billion in annual wages.

Congress affirmed the importance of protecting the natural resources of the Dela-
ware River Watershed when it passed, with bipartisan support and leadership, the
Delaware River Basin Conservation Act in December 2016. The Act directed the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to establish the Delaware River Basin Restoration
Program, a non-regulatory effort that leverages private investment, regional part-
nerships, and local knowledge to protect and restore the resources of the watershed.
The Program was appropriated $5 million in fiscal year 2018 and increased to $6
million in fiscal year 2019, representing a critical investment in the future of our
region.
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To continue on the path toward a restored, and preserved watershed, critical for
our regional economy and wildlife species, we respectfully request funding for the
following programs in fiscal year 2020:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

U.S. Fﬁh and Wildlife Service—Delaware River Basin Restoration Program—3$10
million

The non-regulatory Delaware River Basin Restoration Program has at its center-
piece a grants program, the Delaware Watershed Conservation Fund, launched in
August 2018. The first round of funding was awarded to 25 worthy on-the-ground
conservation and restoration projects throughout the watershed. Funded projects
will conserve and restore fish and wildlife habitat, improve and maintain water
quality, sustain and enhance water management and reduce flood damage, and im-
prove recreational opportunities and public access in the Delaware River Watershed.
To continue the success of this tremendously successful program, funding must be
increased from the current fiscal year 2019 level of $6 million to meet new project
demands and adequately address the issues threatening the future of the water-
shed, such as polluted stormwater, overdevelopment, and habitat loss.

Nati;)nal Park Service—Partnership Wild and Scenic Rivers Program—3$3.051 mil-
ion

The Partnership Wild and Scenic Rivers Program protects nationally significant
rivers that flow through privately-owned or State-owned lands within the United
States by preserving them in a natural, free-flowing condition. It engages private
interests and all levels of government in studying, planning, and managing the riv-
ers for the benefit of future generations. There are 400 miles of designated Wild and
Scenic River in the Delaware River Watershed, including 60 percent of the Delaware
River (New Jersey & Pennsylvania), the Maurice River (New Jersey), the
Musconetcong River (New Jersey), and White Clay Creek Watershed (Delaware &
Pennsylvania). This is the largest concentration of designated miles in a single wa-
tershed east of the Mississippi River. Partnership Rivers are managed locally, with
the National Park Service providing support and funding via cooperative agree-
ments. Providing full funding for the Partnership Wild and Scenic Rivers Program
ensures effective and efficient implementation of approved conservation plans, while
providing equitable funding for newly designated rivers.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR/U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

National Park Service/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/U.S. Forest Service—Land
and Water Conservation Fund—$900 million

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) remains the premier Federal
program to conserve our Nation’s land, water, historic, and recreational heritage.
LWCF funds support for an entire suite of conservation tools to address national,
State, local, and regionally-driven priorities across the country. Over the last 50
years, the 5 States in the watershed have received over $1 billion from this fund
to support public lands including the Delaware River Watershed’s 6 National Wild-
life Refuges, the Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area, the Appalachian
National Scenic Trail, other Federal sites, and hundreds of State and local parks.
In addition, several open space projects in the region are currently pending LWCF
funding, such as Cherry Valley National Wildlife Refuge, the Northeast Connection
Forest Legacy Programs, and Highlands Conservation Act projects. Support for pub-
lic lands among the American public remains consistently and overwhelmingly
strong and bipartisan. We respectfully request that LWCF is reliably and robustly
funded to ensure that it plays the strongest possible role in revitalizing commu-
nities.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency—Clean Water State Revolving Fund- $5 bil-
lion and Drinking Water State Revolving Fund—$5 billion

The Delaware River Watershed requires protective and well-resourced water in-
frastructure systems to overcome the challenges of aged and over-burdened systems.
We respectfully request robust funding for programs and agencies, including the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), to ensure clean water is available to
support businesses and communities affordably. The EPA estimates a need of
$384.2 billion for nationwide water infrastructure investments. The Clean Water
State Revolving Fund (SRF) and the Drinking Water SRF help communities across
the Nation address their local water infrastructure needs by providing low interest
loans to local governments. Thus, the Coalition requests $5 billion for the Clean
Water SRF, tripling current fiscal year 2019 funding, and $5 billion for the Drinking
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Water SRF to dramatically improve water quality and protect human health in our
region and across the Nation. We urge dedicating 20 percent of the Clean Water
SRF funds for green infrastructure and innovation projects to improve stormwater
management, which in turn mitigates flooding, improves water quality, and creates
green space. These funds should be accompanied by Federal technical assistance to
help States raise awareness of green infrastructure’s benefits and build demand for

green projects.

Thank you for considering our requests. Please contact Sandra Meola, Director of
the Coalition for the Delaware River Watershed, if you have any questions about
our position on this or any other issues at Sandra.meola@njaudubon.org.

Sincerely,

American Littoral Society

American Rivers

American Sustainable Business Council

Appalachian Trail Conservancy

Appalachian Mountain Club

Aquaschiocola/Pohopoco Watershed
Conservancy

Association of New Jersey
Environmental Commissions (ANJEC)

Audubon Pennsylvania

Basha Kill Area Association

Berks Nature

Brodhead Chapter Trout Unlimited

Bucks County Audubon Society

Catskill Mountainkeeper

Christina Conservancy, Inc.

Citizens’Climate Lobby—Lower DE

Citizens United to Protect the Maurice
River and Its Tributaries, Inc.

Conservation Voters of Pennsylvania

Conserve Wildlife Foundation

Darby Creek Valley Association

Delaware Canal 21

Delaware Electric Vehicle Association

Delaware Highlands Conservancy

Delaware Nature Society

Delaware Ornithological Society

Delaware Rural Water Association

Ducks Unlimited

Eastern PA Coalition for Abandoned
Mine Reclamation

Eastern Waters Council of Fly Fishers
International

Environmental Justice Center of
Chestnut Hill United Church

Environment New Jersey

Equinunk Watershed Alliance

Forks of the Delaware Chapter of Trout
Unlimited

Friends of Cherry Valley

Friends of the Abbott Marshlands

Friends of Heinz Refuge

Friends of the Upper Delaware River

Great Egg Harbor Watershed
Association

Greenbelt Overhaul Alliance of
Levittown

Greentreks Network, Inc.

Green Valleys Watershed Association

Isles, Inc.

Kirkwood Lake Environmental
Committee

Lake Hopatcong Foundation

Land Conservancy of NJ

Lehigh River Stocking Association

Lighthawk

Musconetcong Watershed Association

National Audubon Society

National Parks Conservation Association

National Wildlife Federation

Natural Lands Trust

New Jersey Audubon

New Jersey Conservation Foundation

New Jersey Council of Trout Unlimited

New Jersey Environmental Lobby

New Jersey Highlands Coalition

New Jersey League of Conservation
Voters

New Jersey Trout Unlimited

New York League of Conservation Voters

New York State Council of Trout
Unlimited

Newtown Creek Coalition

North Jersey RC&D

Northeast Pennsylvania Audubon
Society Chapter

PennFuture

Pennsylvania Council of Trout Unlimited

Pennsylvania Land Trust Association

Pennsylvania Resources Council

Pinelands Preservation Alliance

Pocono Heritage Land Trust

Rancocas Pathways, Inc.

Riverfront North

Schuylkill Headwaters Association, Inc.

Shehawken Trout Unlimited

South Jersey Land & Water Trust

Southeast Montco Trout Unlimited

The Red Clay Valley Scenic Byway
Alliance

The Watershed Institute

Tobyhanna Creek/Tunkhannock Creek
Watershed Association

Tookany-Tacony/Frankford Watershed
Partnership Inc.

Trout Unlimited

University of Delaware Delaware Water
Resources Center

Upper Delaware Preservation Coalition

Urban Promise/UrbanTrekkers

Valley Forge Trout Unlimited

Water Defense

Watershed Coalition of the Lehigh
Valley

Western Pocono Trout Unlimited

White Clay Watershed Association

Wissahickon Valley Watershed Associa-
tion
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION FOR HEALTHIER SCHOOLS

Dear Chairman Shelby and Vice Chairman Leahy, Chairwoman Murkowski and
Ranking Member Udall:

The undersigned members of the national Coalition for Healthier Schools rep-
resenting millions of K-12 school and childcare stakeholders, urge you to include
in the fiscal year 2020 budget a $65 million Healthy Schools Program at EPA. This
represents $1 per child enrolled in schools and childcare and is an increase to the
President’s proposed EPA budget request of $50 million for a similar annual pro-
gram. Funds should be to advance EPA capacity and outreach activities to address
healthier schools and childcare facilities for all children, as described in EPA’s
March 2019 press release on the proposed new Program (see below):

EPA: “Protecting children’s health is a top priority for EPA, and this new
funding would help school’s address poor and deteriorating conditions that can
harm children’s health and stymie academic progress,” said EPA Administrator
Andrew Wheeler. “This grant program would help schools, especially those in
underserved communities, reduce exposures to environmental hazards, create
healthier learning environments, and ensure children can reach their fullest po-
tential.” . . .

“The Healthy Schools Grant Program is a comprehensive environmental
health grant program with the goal of identifying and addressing environmental
health risks in and around schools that contribute to increased absenteeism and
reduced academic performance. The program would provide a total of $50 mil-
lion for schools to identify, prevent, reduce and resolve environmental hazards
including:

—reducing childhood lead exposure;

—reducing asthma triggers;

—promoting integrated pest management; and
) —fdlicing or eliminating childhood exposure to one or more toxic chemicals
in schools.

Eligible recipients would include State and local governments, federally recog-
nized Tribal governments, and non-profit organizations.

As described by EPA, the Program should offer an array of cross-media planning
and education and training grants at multiple levels and constituencies—national,
regional, NGOs—and not be restricted to only States and Tribes. Relevant EPA of-
fices that must be resourced and engaged are the Office of Air and Radiation/Indoor
Environments Division, Office of Chemical Safety, Office of Research, Office of
Water Quality, and Office of Children’s Health Protection. Importantly, either EPA
or the appropriations bill text should identify the EPA office to lead the effort. In
our combined decades of experiences, it should be an office with robust K-12 staff
expertise and other resources. The Indoor Environments Division has the most rel-
evant experience: a 25-year record of structured grant making and successful work
with the States, Tribes, NGOs, and K-12 and childcare leaders and personnel.

We agree with Administrator Wheeler that every child—and especially the high-
est risk little learners—needs a healthful learning environment. Due to sustained
cuts to EPA’s core offices and cuts by States to education over the last few years,
fewer schools today than 10 years ago are actively addressing indoor air, mold reme-
diation, and hazardous chemicals management. Furthermore, EPA’s critical guid-
ance documents on energy saving and test score-boosting facility retrofits (better
lighting, ventilation) and on siting of new facilities (away from flood zones, indus-
trial facilities) have never moved into active use in the field, due chiefly to the ab-
sence of EPA grants.

The proposed program would not provide funds for school or childcare construc-
tion or maintenance. However, EPA can spur the education and training for those
responsible for school and childcare facilities, as well as parents and others con-
cerned for children’s well-being. A relatively small $65 million annual investment
by EPA should stress preventing small problems (roof leaks) from becoming expen-
sive health threats (mold infestations) to children and personnel alike, and could
yield big benefits in attendance and seat time that outweigh local costs. Prevention
1s better than remediation.

In 2017 America’s School Infrastructure earned a D+ from the American Society
of Civil Engineers. In the same year, the Harvard Chan School of Public Health re-
leased a landmark report detailing how unhealthy school facilities damage chil-
dren’s “health, thinking, and learning.” The Harvard findings are echoed in research
previously produced by the University of Tulsa, University of California at Berkeley,
and in countless other studies in the U.S. and across Europe and Scandinavia.
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Every school day there are some 65 million children in schools and childcare fa-
cilities. The research has shown that

—indoor environmental exposures to pollutants can be more intense than outdoor
exposures;

—educators are often unaware of how facility problems impact children;

—school and childcare facilities are filled with asthma triggers such as dusts,
molds, chemical fumes, pests and pesticides, other contaminants;

—poor indoor school environments decrease attention, seat time, attendance, and
test scores; and,

—poor indoor environmental quality increases asthma and other health com-
plaglts, thus increasing healthcare costs for children and school faculty and
staff.

This Coalition’s letter to the appropriators in 2018 urged that EPA’s final budget
include the allocations to various EPA offices based on $1/child in schools and in
childcare, We urge you again, in light of the President and EPA’s recognition of
these issues in the President’s fiscal year 2020 Budget Request, to do the same over
fiscal year 2019:

—$35 Million for cross-agency Leadership and program implementation by EPA’s
Indoor Environments Division-Reducing the Risks of Indoor Air to advance
healthy indoor environments in schools and childcare centers with guidelines,
grants to the field, annual symposia, webinars, and to provide inter agency Fed-
eral leadership on school infrastructure concerns;

—$5 million for EPA’s Office of Children’s Health to strengthen pediatric environ-
mental health capacity to address children with suspected exposures in schools
and child care settings;

—$5 million for EPA’s Drinking Water office to disseminate user-friendly guid-
ance to key school and childcare stakeholders regarding lead in drinking and
cooking water;

—$10 million for EPA’s Office of Chemical Safety to strengthen its guidelines and
enforcements that address legacy toxics in schools such as asbestos, lead, PCBs,
and pesticides, and to encourage the safe management and disposal of haz-
ardous chemicals in schools;

—$10 million for EPA’s Office of Research to strengthen and expand its research
into children’s exposures in the school and childcare settings.

We urge the U.S. Senate to include $65 Million over fiscal year 2019 in EPA ap-
propriations for restoring and expanding EPA’s proven healthy schools and healthy
kids programs and annual symposia that educate schools and child care entities on
how to site, design, maintain and operate buildings to prevent or address common
problems, such as: indoor air pollution, dampness and molds, lead in drinking water
and paint, pests and pesticides, hazardous chemical management, legacy toxics like
PCBs, and more. The EPA programs also support public health services for children
with suspected environmental exposures in these settings.

Sincerely,
ORGANIZATIONS
Alaska Community Action on Toxics Children’s Environmental Protection
American Public Health Association Alliance (AL)
Asthma and Allergy Foundation of Coalition for Environmentally Safe
America Schools (MA)
Association of Asthma Educators (PA) Collaborative for High Performance
Association of School Business Officials Schools
International (ASBO International) The Deirdre Imus Environmental Health
Breast Cancer Prevention Partners Center at Hackensack UMC (NJ)
Californians for Pesticide Reform
. . Earth Day Network
Cancer Prevention Coalition for Los Education Law Center
Angeles (CA) Empire State C Project (NY)
Center for Environmental Health F'mI;:ni?? ate Lonsumer trojec
Child Care Aware of America GlI‘S OCES C for Children’
Children’s Environmental Health Center reat .La es Center for Children’s
of the Hudson Valley at New York Environmental Health (IL)
Medical Center and Maria Fareri Green Schools National Network
Children’s Hospital (NY) Healthy Legacy (MN)
Children’s Environmental Health Health Promotion Consultants (VA)

Network Health Resources in Action



Healthy Schools PA/Women for a
Healthy Environment

Healthy Schools Network, Inc.

Improving Kids’ Environment (IN)

IPM Institute of North America

Learning Disabilities Associations of
America

Learning Disabilities Association of
Arkansas

Learning Disabilities Association of
Georgia

Learning Disabilities Association of
Illinois

Learning Disabilities Association of Iowa

Learning Disabilities Association of
Maine

Learning Disabilities Association of
Maryland

Learning Disabilities Association of
Minnesota

Learning Disabilities Association of
Pennsylvania

Learning Disabilities Association of New
Jersey

Learning Disabilities Association of
Oklahoma

Learning Disabilities Association of
South Carolina

Learning Disabilities Association of
Tennessee

Learning Disabilities Association of
Texas

Learning Disabilities Association of Utah

Maine PTA
Maryland Children’s Environmental
Health Coalition
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Massachusetts Coalition for
Occupational Safety and Health

Midwest Pesticide Action Center

The National Alliance to Advance
Adolescent Health

National Center for Environmental
Health Strategies

National Association of County and City
Health Officials

Nontoxic Certified (NY)

Pesticide Action Network of North
America

Occupational Health & Safety Section of
the American Public Health
Association

Ohio Public Health Association

Parents for Students Safety (TN)

Partners for a Healthier Community
(MA)

Pennsylvania Integrated Pest
Management Program

Pioneer Valley Asthma Coalition (MA)

Project Green Schools (MA)

Regional Asthma Management and
Prevention (RAMP—CA)

Responsible Purchasing Network

School-Based Health Alliance

School Based Health Alliance of
Arkansas

Sierra Club

South Texas Asthma Coalition

Toxics Information Project (TIP—RI)

Valley Community Healthcare (CA)

Western New York Council on
Occupational Safety & Health

INDIVIDUALS (affiliations for informational purposes only)

Rosemary Ahtuangaruak, Nuiqsut (AK)

Abbey Alkon, RN, PhD, UCSF (CA)

Louis Allen, MD

David Ammend, MD, NW Passage, (WI)

Gary Arthur, Issaquah Educ. Assoc.
(WA)

Elgin Avila, MPH, Eq. Health Solutions

Noam H. Arzt, PhD (CA)

Kesha Baptiste-Roberts, PhD, MPH,
Morgan State University (MD)

Carl R. Baum, MD, Yale School of
Medicine

Gloria E. Barrera, MSN, RN (IL)

Chelsey E. Brown, MPH (LA)

Carla C Campbell, MD, MS, FAAP,
University of Texas at El Paso

Beverly Chester, MPH (OH)

David Chester, Capt. USMC (OH)

Laurie Costello, MD (CO)

Richard Crume, Env. Engineer (KY)

Marcia Deegler, MS (MA)

Amanda Farr, MPH (CA)

Mary Gant, Green Science Policy
Institute

Augusta Gross, PhD (NY)

Chip Halverson, ND, Northwest Center
for Biological Medicine (OR)

Katharine Hawkes, MPH (VA)

Brent Ibata, PhD, JD, MPH, FACHE
(FL)

Tenaya Jackman, MPH (HI)

Jyotsna Jagai, MS, MPH, PhD, Chair,
APHA Environment Section (IL)

Jazmine Kenny, MSPH (CA)

Jerry Lamping, Take Care of Your
Classroom Air (TX)

Paul Landsbergis, PhD, MPH, SUNY
Downstate Medical Center

Patricia A. Lasley, MPH, Great Lakes
Center for Children’s Environmental
Health (IL)

Larry K. Lowry, Southwest Center for
Pediatric Environmental Health (TX)

Daniel Lefkowitz (NY)

Jennifer Lam, MS, RDN (WI)

Megan Latshaw, PHD, MPH (MD)

Elinor Mattern, MPH (CA)

Annika Montag, PhD, (CA)

Virginia Mott (ME)

Christina Olbrantz, MPH, Columbia
University

Larry K. Olsen, DrPH, MCHES (NM)

Jerome A. Paulson, MD, FAAP,
Emeritus, George Washington
University Milken Institute School of
Public Health
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Suzette Phillips, MA (Washington, DC)
Joseph Ponessa PhD, Rutgers University

Evelyn Tejeda, MPH (GA)
Joan K. Teach, PhD (GA)

(NJ)

Rachel Powell, PhD, MPH (GA)

Marjorie Sable, DrPH (MO)

Natalie R Sampson, PhD, MPH, UMI/
Dearborn (MI)

Chelsea Alexandra Schafer, California
State University, Northridge (CA)

Hani Serag, MD, MPH (TX)

Craig Slatin, ScD, UMass/Lowell (MA)

Lindsay Tallon, PhD, Massachusetts
College of Pharmacy and Health
Sciences

CONTACT: Claire Barnett,
info@healthyschools.org.

Mariana Torchia (CA)

Theodora Tsongas, PhD, MS (OR)

vity Jasmine Uysal, MPH (CA)

Jeff Vincent, PhD, UC Berkeley (CA)

Kim Whitmore, PhD, RN, UW/Madison
(WI)

Chelsea Schafer, MPH, CHES, Los
Angeles Valley College (CA)

Yolanda Whyte, MD, Whyte Pediatrics

Coordinator, Coalition for Healthier Schools,

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION SUPPORTING USGS
STREAMGAGE NETWORKS & MODERNIZATION

WATER DATA & SCIENCE PROGRAM FUNDING

Dear Senator Murkowski and Senator Udall:

As leaders in the undersigned organizations, we urge your support to enable the
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), a Bureau in the Department of Interior (DOI) to
fully support its streamgaging networks. These vital networks, managed within the
USGS Groundwater and Streamflow Information Program, serve the national inter-
est with continuous streamflow information at over 8,200 locations. But additions
to these networks are needed to adequately manage the Nation’s critical water sup-
plies and infrastructure. The members of our organizations rely on the streamgage
data and science that USGS produces and many of us represent active, cost-share
partners in funding the data collection that Congress and the Federal agencies re-
quire.

Information from these valuable streamgages are utilized by water supply man-
agers, water quality administrators, emergency responders, consulting engineers,
recreationists and many others in forecasting and response during floods, droughts,
and other extreme events, design of bridges and other infrastructure, energy genera-
tion, management of Federal lands, design and operation of Federal reservoirs and
navigation infrastructure. These networks provide critical information to other bu-
reaus of the DOI and to the Corps of Engineers, NOAA, EPA, USDA, and other Fed-
eral agencies, as well as providing information essential to congressional oversight
and revision of many Federal laws, including the Clean Water Act, Endangered Spe-
cies Act, Safe Drinking Water Act, and many interstate compacts and international
treaties.

Federal Priority Streamgage Network: (formerly referred to as the National
Streamflow Information Program, “NSIP”), was authorized by Congress in 2009, to
operate and maintain a stable “Federal backbone” network of streamgages to meet
five specific national needs for streamflow information at (1) interstate and inter-
national boundaries, (2) National Weather Service flood forecast sites, (3) outflows
of major river basins, (4) “sentinel watersheds,” needed to evaluate and anticipate
the potential consequences of ongoing changes in American land use, water use, cli-
mate etc., and (5) national priority water-quality monitoring sites. Our national abil-
ity to collect sufficient water data at the needed locations to answer the necessary
Federal, State, Tribal, local, business and NGO questions is seriously compromised
by the insufficient funding for the Federal Priority Streamgage Network.

Today, less than 25 percent of the Federal Priority Streamgages are fully funded
by the Federal Government. The USGS is unable to complete development of the
Network, as Congress directed in 2009, without additional funding. Full implemen-
tation of the Federal Priority Streamgage Network is estimated at $125 million. Re-
quested Funding Level by this Coalition for Federal Priorities Streamgages is $27.5
million for fiscal year 2020.

Cooperative Matching Funds: The USGS works with over a thousand partners Na-
tion-wide (Federal, State, Tribal, local, and NGO) using Cooperative Matching
Funds to jointly support USGS streamgages, many of which meet the criteria of the
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Federal Priority network. This matching program, which began as a 50-50 program,
has seen the non-Federal cost-share contribution increase from 50 percent to over
70 percent. Restoring this program to a 50-50 percent cost share is estimated to
require $70 million. Requested Funding Level by this Coalition for Cooperative
Matching Funds for Streamgage Network is $33 million for fiscal year 2020.

Modernization of the Networks and Data Delivery: Much of the basic operations
of the streamgaging networks is based on technology that is seven or eight decades
old. Innovations are necessary to enable scarce dollars to effectively measure, mon-
itor, and understand the Nation’s water resources. The Next Generation (NextGen)
Water Observation System exemplifies innovative data collection equipment and
data delivery and the potential to support water prediction and decision-support sys-
tems for emergencies and daily water operations.

Next Generation Water Observation System: Our coalition very much appreciates
Congress’ support of this innovative program. Build-out of NextGen envisions fo-
cused monitoring in 10 basins nationwide to better calibrate modeling, thus improv-
ing the ability to estimate water supply in the Nation’s many ungaged areas. The
Delaware River basin was selected as the pilot basin, first of the 10 envisioned. The
USGS’s 10-year plan for implementation of Next Gen calls for $7.8M/year in order
to equip one additional basin per year. Requested Funding Level by this Coalition
for NextGen Equipment for Implementation is $7.8 M and for Operation and Main-
tenance is $4.5 million for fiscal year 2020.

To fully capitalize on the robust data collected in the NextGen basins, moderniza-
tion of data delivery is also required. Aging legacy software systems with a growing
maintenance burden need to be updated to a robust and scalable IT water infra-
structure that positions us for the future. This transformation is needed to enable
management of new data and sensor networks, support integration of the best water
data available from across multiple agencies and sectors, feed data and analytical
products forward into the National Water Model, and ultimately provide feedback
to optimize and evolve the system. The new system must deliver data and advanced
model results through innovative online tools to meet the Nation’s water challenges
over the coming decades. Requested Funding Level by this Coalition for Moderniza-
tion of USGS Data Management, Integration and Delivery Infrastructure is $9.0 M
for fiscal year 2020.

With your help, we hope that Congress will enable the USGS to fulfill its Water
Resources Mission Area, including working toward full implementation of the Fed-
eral Priority Network, adequately funding the Cooperative Matching Funds for
streamgaging and moving water science into the 21st century through much needed
modernization upgrades.

We are happy to answer your questions or provide additional information; please
contact any of us or Sue Lowry at the Interstate Council on Water Policy
(Sue.ICWP@gmail.com).

Sincerely,
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‘Wade Blackwood, Executive Director
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Amerlcan Soclety of Civil Engineers

Fs

Dresden Famand, Exccutive VP/CEO
American Water Resources Association

,«“J ate, fradina G
G. Tracy Mehan, IIL, Exec Director, Government Affairs
Amerlean Water Works Assoclation

A

Mark Singlcton, Exceulive Direclor
Amerlcan Whitewater

(_w L ’ﬁfmuk

Susan Amold, VP for Conservation
Appalachian Mountain Club

M“-ﬁ* aade E4N,

Delia Haak, Federal Commissioner and Chaimman
Arkansas-Oklahoma Arkansas River Compact Commission

e

Karen Bemy, President
Assoclation of American State Geologists

boid L Byl

David L Reynolds, Director of Federal Relations:
Assoclation of California Water Agentles

/f"" ﬂf/{tﬁmj

9 /

Julia Ansstasio, Executive Director & General Counsel
Assoclation of Clean Water Administrators

ol

Jennifer Mock Schaeffer, Government Affairs Director
Assoclation of Fish and Wildlife Agencles

Diane Van De Hei, Chief Executive Officer
Assoc of Metropolltan Water Agencies

\ﬁ.(-”

Loni C. Spragens, Executive Direclor
Assoclation of State Dam Safety Officials

[

i ,r /‘
L

Chad Berginnis, Executive Director
Association of $tate Floodplain Managers

[ P e
i -

Katherine H. Zitsch, Executive Director
Atlanta Regional Commission
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Bear River Commission

Ao

Bill Jennings, Executive Director
California Sportfishing Protection Alllance

s

Timothy D. Feather, Vice President
CDM Smith

L. cClizz

Chuck Clarke, CEO
Cascade Water Alliance

PR )
,'.'PZ'/’-’/“_Y

Glenn M. Page, General Manager
Cobb County- Marlﬂta Water Authority

_) / f [ [ t;w
Slwe Tmblm, Executive Director
Delaware River Basin Commission

Darven Nichols, Executive Director
Great Lakes Commission



Y -

Erandon Hoffiner, Executive Director
Heary's Fork Foundation
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Kevin Lewis, Executive Director
Idaho Rivers United
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Idaho Water Users Association

.

Carlion Haywood, Executive Director
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Erian Atkins, Chairman
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KISTERS North America

qu«_llh._
Biryan T. Hopkins, Interstabe Rivers Resources Center
Missouri Department of Natural Resources

.

o
Adass Krantz, Chief Executive Officer

National Association of Clean Water Agencies
i O VTG |

Susan Gilson, Execative Divector
National Association of Flood & Stormwater Management
Agencies

Jobn C. Fetierman, Deputy Executive Dircclor
National Association of State Boating Law Administrators

Steve Filzgerald, Presidest
National Hydrologic Warning Council

Linds Church Clocei, Executive Dircctor
National Hydropower Association

Dave Mitamura, Executive Director
National Water Supply Alliance

: 0
B' L k{,\,'.,,.. o~

Bab Johnson, Executive Director
National Water Resource Association

s
Melusa Samet, Senice Water Resources Counsel
National Wildlife Federation

—Lhain w-ﬂmﬁr

Gordon W._ Fassett, Divector
Nebraska Department of Natural Resources.

o U i
N Pt ™—
3 '-\__}h

Susan ). Sullivan, Executive Director
New England Interstate Water Pollution Control
Commission

ég_ﬁ Swees
Apeil Sell, Executive Director
Oregon Water Resources Congress

Sue Lowry, Federal Cm‘l'wmf and Chair
Red River Compact Commission

af :
s L
Chris Wood, President & CEO
Trout Uslimited

—

(Gail Melgren, Executive Director
Southwest Missouri Regional Water Commission & Tri-State
Water Resource Coalition

s 1 L

Andrew Deboff, Executive Direclor
Susquchanna River Basin Commission



77

\7'\ Iy 2. Haey GH/O LNy Y

Ay Hass, Exvecutive Dircetor Esbeen J. 0 Niedll, Executive Director
Upper Colorado River Comemission Water Envirenment Federation
: g\u\ ) % “ff,/zﬂ»%séfﬂ/
S— i F
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Cory Toye, President
Wyosning Water Association
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Patrick T. Tyrell, Wyoming
Yellowstome River Compact Commission

Tim Girooms, Marketing Director
Xylem Analytics North America

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION TO PROTECT AMERICA’S NATIONAL PARKS

Sen. Murkowski, Sen. Udall, and Members of the subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to submit testimony on behalf of the Coalition to Protect America’s Na-
tional Parks (Coalition) regarding the fiscal year 2020 Budget for the National Park
Service.

I am a long-time member of the Coalition, including having served as the chair
of the Executive Council for the past year. I retired from the National Park Service
in 2013 after 8 years as superintendent of Blue Ridge Parkway, and a total of 41
years of government service with the NPS. My work with the Park Service included
service as administrative officer at Chickamauga and Chattanooga National Mili-
tary Park, Shenandoah National Park, and Yosemite National Park. I also served
as associate regional director, administration, for the Southwest region, and as dep-
uty superintendent of Great Smoky Mountains, including 3 years as acting super-
intendent.

The Coalition is comprised of more than 1,700 members who collectively have
more than 40,000 years of experience managing and protecting national parks. We
believe that our parks and public lands represent the very best of America, and ad-
vocate for their protection.

National parks host millions of visitors annually who come to enjoy the spectac-
ular natural, historic, and cultural resources that the parks preserve. The National
Park Service also touches the lives of even more of our citizens through a number
of grant and technical assistance programs, which facilitate the preservation of our
Nation’s natural, cultural, and historic resources in a partnership between the Na-
tional Park Service and hundreds of individuals and organizations throughout the
country.

This work would not be possible without regular, annual appropriations from Con-
gress to support over 23,000 employees and 400,000 volunteers who are dedicated
to preservation and guiding the enjoyment of these special places. The Coalition is
relieved that the fiscal year 2019 appropriations bill for the National Park Service
was finally enacted after the long, partial Federal Government shutdown. We are
particularly pleased to see that Congress rejected the large budget cuts presented
by the administration and, instead, produced a bipartisan Department of the Inte-
rior Appropriations Act as part of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, which pro-
vided §3 22 billion for NPS, which is $20 million above the amount from fiscal year
2018, and $521 million above the president’s request.

We are pleased that there is an additional $6.2 million for more park rangers, for
we fully appreciate that more rangers are needed to ensure that the needs of park
visitors are met and that park resources are protected. Also, we are glad to see fixed
costs being provided to NPS so that park and program office staffing levels do not
suffer further erosion because they have to absorb these costs within their existing
budgets. And we welcome inclusion of modest amounts of funding for newly estab-
lished parks to ensure that protection and visitor services are established as soon
as possible at these sites.

Further, we welcome the continued support of the construction program and the
Centennial Challenge funds as a means of addressing the deferred maintenance
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backlog. Additionally, the support provided for historic preservation programs and
our heritage areas will help maintain both park resources and significant structures
found throughout the country.

The Trump administration’s fiscal year 2020 budget proposes a 14.9 percent cut
to the National Park Service budget, when compared to the appropriations enacted
by Congress for fiscal year 2019. It represents an enormous threat to the protection
and preservation of our national parks, which are suffering from significant reduc-
tions in staffing due to decreased annual appropriations in the past decade. Effec-
tively managing the high visitation at our parks is proving more and more chal-
lenging with funding that has not kept up with the National Park Service’s costs.
And, the backlog of deferred maintenance projects continues to grow.

We continue to hear so much discussion about the maintenance backlog of the Na-
tional Park Service that we worry that the deferred maintenance backlog is the only
issue facing the NPS that gets attention from members of Congress and the public.
Accordingly, our goal is to encourage comprehensive understanding about what is
needed to protect the important natural, historic, and cultural resources under the
care of the Park Service, as well as what is needed to provide for a quality visitor
experience. Clearly, adequate levels of annual appropriations are required to ensure
the best possible visitor experience, to ensure that irreplaceable resources are pro-
tected, and to address the maintenance backlog,

Even with the increased appropriations provided during the last two fiscal years
by this subcommittee, parks are not yet able to achieve these basic purposes. Parks
still suffer from significant reductions in staffing over the past decade due to de-
creased annual appropriations over that time period. To put this in perspective, ap-
propriations for the National Park Service were $3.275 billion in fiscal year 2009,
a full 10 years ago. This is $53 million more than was just appropriated for NPS
in fiscal year 2019. With inflation increasing by 17.3 percent since 2009, the NPS
would need $3.84 billion in appropriations this year just to stay even with inflation.
Thus, the Coalition requests NPS appropriations be increased by $565 million in fis-
cal year 2020 to bring the NPS back to the level of services the agency provided
back in fiscal year 2009.

NPS annual appropriations must be spread thinner as Congress continues to in-
crease the responsibilities given to the Park Service through the addition of new
parks and programs. Over the last 10 years, NPS has been directed to manage 27
new parks, 5 more national trails, 5 new wild and scenic rivers, and to coordinate
assistance for 3 new affiliated areas and 9 national heritage areas, along with 8
grant programs. Park visitation remains high with 331 million people visits in 2016,
with an estimated $18.2 billion economic impact in local gateway regions. While this
record-breaking attendance was no doubt fueled by the Centennial celebration, and
was slightly lower in 2017, it is clearly a reflection of the importance that these spe-
cial places have in the mind of the American public. Effectively managing these de-
mands is proving more and more challenging with funding that has not kept up
with the Park Service’s costs.

While operational needs are absolutely essential, NPS continues to have a large
land acquisition backlog. At the end of 2016, an estimated $2.1 billion was identified
as necessary to purchase privately owned lands within current park boundaries that
have been identified in land protection plans. These properties represent the min-
imum interest necessary to protect resource values within the park. Unfortunately,
this administration has adopted a freeze-the-footprint goal, which blocks acquisition
of key parcels and leaves them vulnerable to incompatible development. And this
policy remains in place even though $900 million a year is being placed in the Land
and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) solely for land acquisition purposes and at
a time Congress has just permanently reauthorized LWCF.

In a similar manner, a number of historic structures across the country are in
danger of being lost because of inadequate appropriations from the Historic Preser-
vation Fund (HPF). As required by law, $150 million a year goes into this fund; but
appropriations have not kept pace with the need.

Likewise, the NPS relies on partnerships with a number of groups and organiza-
tions, including educational institutions, to carry out cooperative agreements, tech-
nical assistance, and grant programs. Unfortunately, grant programs are constantly
targeted for reductions or elimination during the annual budget request process,
which contributes to uncertainty among many long-standing partners.

While the modest increase in appropriations for construction in the fiscal year
2019 Consolidated Appropriations Act will put a dent in the deferred maintenance
backlog, funding remains inadequate to reduce the backlog in a meaningful way.
With a backlog of $11.6 billion, more needs to be done. Half of this backlog is the
result of thousands of miles of roads, bridges, and other supporting structures that
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are in dire need of repair. The highly publicized needs at the Arlington Memorial
Bridge are just one example of this backlog.

And it is this large group of assets, with many being decades old, which has con-
tributed to the rising maintenance backlog. With more visitors coming to the parks,
this only puts additional stress on the structures found in the parks.

Unfortunately, the backlog of facility restoration and maintenance needs con-
tinues to grow in the absence of adequate funding. And we know that repairing park
buildings and other assets will mean nothing if annual funding is not adequate to
maintain them. We also know that over the last several years, funds dedicated to
recurring maintenance needs have not kept up, resulting in further backsliding in
addressing the backlog. There are projects ready to go all across the country. Com-
pleting these projects with an infusion of funding could make an immediate and tan-
gible difference in the parks.

The National Park Service had previously estimated in its fiscal year 2017 budget
that $400 million a year was needed to restore and maintain in good condition all
of its highest-priority non-transportation assets within 10 years. Because it is un-
likely that annual appropriations will increase by this much, the National Park
Service needs a dedicated source of funding to address the backlog. Similar to the
structure of the Land and Water Conservation Fund and the Historic Preservation
Fund, the Coalition believes a dedicated source of revenue for a maintenance back-
log fund is required, such as that being proposed in the Restore Our Parks Act.
There will be no reduction in the backlog if such a revenue stream is unreliable
from year to year. And this revenue must be in addition to current annual appro-
priations and not supplant annual funding.

Finally, the Coalition remains very concerned about the proposed reorganization
of the Department of the Interior initiated by former Secretary Zinke. We are told
that the new Secretary Bernhardt will continue to pursue this very costly scheme
despite presenting no reasonable rationale why such a reorganization is needed. In
our view, it is unfortunate that the recently enacted appropriations bill provided
some initial funding requested for the reorganization.

We are reassured, however, that you have prohibited the department and its bu-
reaus from implementing any part of a reorganization that modifies regional bound-
aries currently in effect until you have received a reprogramming request that de-
tails the anticipated efficiencies and cost-savings, a description of anticipated per-
sonnel impacts, and funding changes anticipated to implement the proposal. The Co-
alition is convinced the administration has not presented any good rationale for pur-
suing such a reorganization for the National Park Service and we urge you to con-
tinue to oppose any reprogramming request for this purpose as a waste of money
t}];at can be better used to support the numerous needs of the Park Service outlined
above.

We recognize the challenges the subcommittee confronts in providing appropria-
tions for all of the programs under its jurisdiction. We are committed to working
with you in helping to ensure sufficient resources are available for our national
parks to fulfill the mandate enacted by Congress to protect the resources of the
parks unimpaired for future generations, while also making them available for the
public to enjoy.

That concludes my statement. I would be glad to respond to any questions you
might have.

[This statement was submitted by Philip A. Francis, Jr.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COLORADO FOREST AND WATER ALLIANCE

Members: Colorado Water Congress, Colorado Timber Industry, The Nature
Conservancy, Club 20, and Watershed Health Investment Partners

Senator Lisa Murkowski, Chair

Senator Tom Udall, Ranking Member

U.S. Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior,
Environment and Related Agencies

131 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Senator Murkowski and Senator Udall:

As you consider the fiscal year 2020 Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
Appropriations bill, we write to urge you to provide full funding in line with the
2018 Farm Bill for the Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program
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(CFLRP). As communities across the country struggle with the impact of severe fire
seasons, now is the time to expand this vital forest program.

Since its enactment in 2009, CFLRP has had a proven track record of success in
bringing collaboration to our forests to increase forest health, mitigate wildfires, and
support rural economies and local voices. CFLRP requires various local stakeholders
to collaborate, resulting in stronger relationships on the ground, better projects, and
a decreased risk of conflict and litigation.

To date, 23 CFLRP projects in 14 States have sold more than 2.5 billion board
feet of timber; created $1.4 billion in local labor income; and improved 760 miles
of trails for sports enthusiasts and recreation. On average, CFLRP creates or main-
tains 5,400 jobs each year at current funding levels—a number that would likely
increase if funding is expanded. In addition, CFLRP has reduced the risk of
megafires on more than 2.9 million acres.

Because of this bipartisan program’s successful track record, the 2018 Farm Bill
(Public Law 115-334) doubled the size of its funding authorization. There is interest
across the country in establishing new collaborative projects as well as sustaining
current projects. As the national conservation on forest management continues, it
is imperative that we invest in programs that reduce conflict in our forests and in-
crease the number of logs sent to mills.

As you draft the Fiscal Year 2020 Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
Appropriations bill, we respectfully request that you fully fund CLFRP. Thank you
for considering this request.

Respectfully,

Travis Smith for Molly Pitts for

Colorado Water Congress Colorado Timber Industry Association
Aaron Citron for Cindy Dozier for

The Nature Conservancy Club 20

Mark Shea for
Watershed Health Investment Partners

cc: Senator Cory Gardner
Senator Michael Bennet

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL FORUM

TO: The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Chairwoman
The Honorable Tom Udall, Ranking Member
Senate Committee on Appropriations
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies

SUBJECT: Continued Funding for the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Pro-
gram under BLM’s Aquatic Habitat Management Sub-Activity (for-
merly known as the Soil, Water and Air Program)

FROM: Don A. Barnett, Executive Directory
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum
DATE: May 10, 2019

Waters from the Colorado River are used by nearly 40 million people for munic-
ipal and industrial purposes and used to irrigate approximately 5.5 million acres in
the United States. Natural and man-induced salt loading to the Colorado River cre-
ates environmental and economic damages. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Rec-
lamation) has estimated the current quantifiable damages at about $454 million per
year. Congress authorized the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program (Pro-
gram) in 1974 to offset increased damages caused by continued development and use
of the waters of the Colorado River. Modeling by Reclamation indicates that the
quantifiable damages would rise to approximately $574 million by the year 2035
without continuation of the Program. Congress has directed the Secretary of the In-
terior to implement a comprehensive program for minimizing salt contributions to
the Colorado River from lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM). In the past BLM has funded these efforts through its Soil, Water and Air
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Program and now they will be funded under the new Aquatic Habitat Management
sub-activity. BLM’s efforts are an essential part of the overall effort. A funding level
of $2.0 million for salinity specific projects in 2020 is requested to prevent further
degradation of the quality of the Colorado River with a commensurate increase in
downstream economic damages.

EPA has identified that more than 60 percent of the salt load of the Colorado
River comes from natural sources. The majority of land within the Colorado River
Basin is federally owned, much of which is administered by BLM. In implementing
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act in 1974, Congress recognized that
most of the salts in the Colorado River originate from federally owned lands. Title
I of the Salinity Control Act deals with the U.S. commitment to the quality of
waters being delivered to Mexico. Title II of the Act deals with improving the qual-
ity of the water delivered to users in the United States. This testimony deals specifi-
cally with Title IT efforts. In 1984, Congress amended the Salinity Control Act and
directed that the Secretary of the Interior develop a comprehensive program for
minimizing salt contributions to the Colorado River from lands administered by
BLM. In 2000, Congress reiterated its directive to the Secretary and requested a
report on the implementation of BLM’s program (Public Law 106—459). In 2003,
BLM employed a Salinity Coordinator to increase BLM efforts in the Colorado River
Basin and to pursue salinity control studies and to implement specific salinity con-
trol practices. BLM is now working on creating a comprehensive Colorado River
Basin salinity control program as directed by Congress. In January 2018 BLM
issued A Framework for Improving the Effectiveness of the Colorado River Basin Sa-
linity Control Program, 2018-2023. This document lays out how BLM intends to im-
plement Colorado River Basin salinity control activities over the next 5 years. Mean-
ingful resources have been expended by BLM in the past few years to better under-
stand salt mobilization on rangelands. With a significant portion of the salt load of
the Colorado River coming from BLM administered lands, the BLM portion of the
overall program is essential to the success of the effort. Inadequate BLM salinity
control efforts will result in significant additional economic damages to water users
downstream.

Concentration of salt in the Colorado River causes approximately $454 million in
quantified damages and significantly more in unquantified damages in the United
States and results in poor water quality for United States users. Damages occur
from:

—a reduction in the ability to reclaim and reuse water due to high salinities in
the water delivered to water treatment and reclamation facilities,

—a reduction in the yield of salt sensitive crops and increased water use to meet
the leaching requirements in the agricultural sector,

—increased use of imported water and cost of desalination and brine disposal for
recycling water in the municipal sector,

—a reduction in the useful life of galvanized water pipe systems, water heaters,
faucets, garbage disposals, clothes washers and dishwashers, and increased use
of bottled water and water softeners in the household sector,

—an increase in the cost of cooling operations and the cost of water softening, and
a decrease in equipment service life in the commercial sector,

—an increase in the use of water and the cost of water treatment, and an increase
in sewer fees in the industrial sector,

—a %ecrease in the life of treatment facilities and pipelines in the utility sector,
an

—difficulty in meeting wastewater discharge requirements to comply with Na-
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit terms and conditions,
and an increase in desalination and brine disposal costs due to accumulation
of salts in groundwater basins.

The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum) is composed of guber-
natorial appointees from Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah
and Wyoming. The Forum is charged with reviewing the Colorado River’s water
quality standards for salinity every 3 years. In so doing, it adopts a Plan of Imple-
mentation consistent with these standards. The level of appropriation requested in
this testimony is in keeping with the adopted Plan of Implementation. If adequate
funds are not appropriated, significant damages from the higher salinity concentra-
tions in the water will be more widespread in the United States and Mexico.

In summary, implementation of salinity control practices through BLM is a cost
effective method of controlling the salinity of the Colorado River and is an essential
component to the overall Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program. Continu-
ation of adequate funding levels for salinity within the Aquatic Habitat Manage-
ment sub-activity (formerly the Soil, Water and Air Program) will assist in pre-
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venting the water quality of the Colorado River from further degradation with a
commensurate significant increase in economic damages to municipal, industrial
and irrigation users. A modest investment in source control pays huge dividends in
improved drinking water quality to nearly 40 million Americans.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA

TO: The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Chairwoman
The Honorable Tom Udall, Ranking Member
Senate Committee on Appropriations
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies

SUBJECT: Continued Funding for the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Pro-
gram under BLM’s Aquatic Habitat Management Sub-Activity (for-
merly known as the Soil, Water and Air Program)

FROM: Christopher S. Harris, Executive Directory
Colorado River Board of California
DATE: May 9, 2019

This testimony is in support of fiscal year 2020 funding for the Department of the
Interior’s Bureau of Land Management (BLM) associated with those activities that
assist in the implementation of Title II of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-320), as amended. This long-standing successful and
cost-effective salinity control program in the Colorado River Basin is being carried
out pursuant to the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act and the Clean Water
Act (Public Law 92-500). Congress has directed the Secretary of the Interior to im-
plement a comprehensive program for minimizing salt contributions to the Colorado
River from lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). BLM
funds these efforts through its Soil, Water and Air Program and now they will be
funded under the new Aquatic Habitat Management Sub-Activity. BLM’s efforts are
an essential part of the overall effort. A funding level of at least $2.0 million for
salinity specific projects in 2020 is requested to prevent further degradation of the
quality of Colorado River water supplies and increased economic damages.

The Colorado River Board of California (Colorado River Board) is the State agency
charged with protecting California’s interests and rights in the water and power re-
sources of the Colorado River system. In this capacity, California participates along
with the other six Colorado River Basin States through the Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Forum (Forum), the interstate organization responsible for coordi-
nating the Basin States’ salinity control efforts. In close cooperation with the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and pursuant to requirements of the Clean
Water Act, the Forum is charged with reviewing the Colorado River water quality
standards every 3 years. Every 3 years the Forum adopts a Plan of Implementation
consistent with these water quality standards. The level of appropriation being sup-
ported in this testimony is consistent with the Forum’s 2017 Plan of Implementa-
tion. The Forum’s 2017 Plan of Implementation can be found on this website: http:/
coloradoriversalinity.org/docs/2017%20Review%20-%20FINAL.pdf. If adequate funds
are not appropriated, significant damages associated with increasing salinity con-
centrations of Colorado River water will become more widespread in the United
States and Mexican portions of the Colorado River Basin.

The EPA has determined that more than 60 percent of the salt load of the Colo-
rado River comes from natural sources. The majority of land within the Colorado
River Basin is federally owned, much of which is administered by BLM. Through
passage of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act in 1974, Congress recog-
nized that much of the salts in the Colorado River originate on federally-owned
lands. Title I of the Salinity Control Act deals with the U.S. commitment to efforts
related to maintaining the quality of waters being delivered to Mexico pursuant to
the 1944 Water Treaty. Title II of the Act deals with improving the quality of the
water delivered to U.S. users. In 1984, Congress amended the Salinity Control Act
and directed that the Secretary of the Interior develop a comprehensive program for
minimizing salt contributions to the Colorado River from lands administered by
BLM. In 2000, Congress reiterated its directive to the Secretary and requested a
report on the implementation of BLM’s program (Public Law 106—459). In 2003,
BLM employed a Salinity Coordinator to coordinate BLM efforts in the Colorado
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River Basin States to pursue salinity control studies and to implement specific sa-
linity control practices. BLM is now working on creating a comprehensive Colorado
River Basin salinity control program as directed by Congress. In January 2018 BLM
issued A Framework for Improving the Effectiveness of the Colorado River Basin Sa-
linity Control Program, 2018-2023. This document lays out how BLM intends to im-
plement Colorado River Basin salinity control activities over the next 5 years. Mean-
ingful resources have been expended by BLM in the past few years to better under-
stand salt mobilization on rangelands. With a significant portion of the salt load of
the Colorado River coming from BLM-administered lands, the BLM portion of the
overall program is essential to the success of the entire effort. Inadequate BLM sa-
linity control efforts will result in significant additional economic damages to water
users downstream.

It has been more than 44 years since the passage of the Colorado River Basin Sa-
linity Control Act, and much has been learned about the impact of salts in the Colo-
rado River system. Currently, the salinity concentration of Colorado River water
causes about $450 million in quantifiable economic damages in the United States
annually. Economic and hydrologic modeling by Reclamation indicates that these
economic damages could rise to nearly $600 million by the year 2035 without contin-
ued implementation of the Program. For example, damages can be incurred related
to the following activities:

—A reduction in the ability to re-claim and reuse water due to high salinities in

the water delivered to water treatment and reclamation facilities;

—A reduction in the yield of salt-sensitive crops and increased water use to meet
the leaching requirements in the agricultural sector;

—Increases in the volumes of imported water required;

—Increased costs of desalination and brine disposal for recycled water in the mu-
nicipal and industrial sectors;

—A reduction in the useful life of galvanized water pipe systems, water heaters,
faucets, and other household appliances, and increased use of bottled water and
water softeners in the municipal and industrial sectors;

—Increased costs of cooling operations and the cost of water softening, and a de-
crease in equipment service life in the commercial sectors;

—Increases in the use of water and cost of water treatment, and an increase in
sewer fees in the industrial sector;

—Decreased life of treatment facilities and pipelines in the utility sectors;

—Increasing difficulty in meeting wastewater discharge requirements to comply
with Nat(iional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit terms and condi-
tions; an

—Increased desalination and brine disposal costs due to accumulation of salts in
groundwater basins.

The Colorado River is, and will continue to be, a major and vital water resource
to the nearly 20 million residents of southern California, including municipal, indus-
trial, and agricultural water users in Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura Counties. The protection and improvement of
Colorado River water quality through the continuation and expansion of an effective
salinity control program will avoid, or reduce, additional economic damages to water
users in California and the other States that rely on Colorado River water re-
sources.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CONGRESSIONAL FIRE SERVICES INSTITUTE, INTER-
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE CHIEFS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE FOR-
ESTERS, AND NATIONAL VOLUNTEER FIRE COUNCIL

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski The Honorable Tom Udall

Chairwoman Ranking Member

Appropriations Subcommittee on Appropriations Subcommittee on
Interior, Environment and Related Interior, Environment and Related
Agencies Agencies

U.S. Senate U.S. Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510 Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chairwoman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:

The undersigned organizations are writing to express our strong support for main-
taining effective funding levels in the fiscal year 2020 appropriations process for es-
sential wildfire risk reduction and protection programs within the USDA Forest
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Service’s (USFS) State and Private Forestry (S&PF) program area. The important
work accomplished through the State Fire Assistance (SFA) and Volunteer Fire As-
sistance (VFA) programs! help decrease total Federal emergency wildland fire sup-
pression costs and reduce the threat of fire to people, communities, and both public
and private lands.

America’s forests and forest-dependent communities are at risk from outbreaks of
pests and pathogens, persistent drought, and the buildup of hazardous fuels. Urban-
ization and development patterns are placing more homes and communities near
fire-prone landscapes, leading to more destructive and costly wildland fires, like
those that burned more than 8 million acres in 2018 alone.

We thank you for your leadership in developing and securing a long-term wildland
fire funding solution which will ensure that the USFS has the funding needed for
both routine activities to local and State wildland fire preparedness and mitigation
efforts as well as engage in emergency wildland fire suppression activities. This
long-held goal of our organizations would not have been realized without your lead-
ership and the work of this Committee. Additionally, our organizations thank you
for providing additional funding to support the USFS wildland fire suppression and
prevention accounts as well as increased funding for hazardous fuels mitigation on
Federal lands and cross boundary areas for fiscal year 2019 appropriations.

The fiscal year 2020 appropriations bill can provide for both necessary wildland
fire suppression and fire risk reduction activities that reduce firefighting costs in
the long run. We appreciate this Committee’s continued support for the SFA and
VFA programs and encourage you to continue providing strong funding for these im-
portant programs.

SFA is the fundamental Federal mechanism for assisting States and local fire de-
partments in responding to wildland fires and in conducting management activities
that mitigate fire risk on non-Federal lands. The program helps train State and
local first responders who are often first to arrive at a wildland fire incident, as well
f\s equip them with the tools they need to put wildland fires out efficiently and safe-
y.
For example, in fiscal year 2018 SFA provided over $28 million in funding for haz-
ardous fuels treatments, benefiting 1,065 communities in the wildland-urban inter-
face (WUI). This funding led directly to the treatment of 49,400 acres of hazardous
fuels, with another 184,808 acres treated with leveraged funding from partners. Ad-
ditionally, roughly $3.7 million in assistance was provided to conduct 3,882 risk as-
sessments and complete fire management planning projects, supporting 2,873 com-
munities. In fiscal year 2018, SFA funding assisted 12,829 communities through a
variety of different activities, including funding for the training of 97,210 fire-
fighters.

The localized support provided by SFA is crucial because most wildland fires (80
percent during 2017) burn within State and local fire department jurisdictions. Even
when it comes to wildland fires on Federal lands, SFA-supported crews and appa-
ratus are often the first to respond.

Our organizations are grateful for the Committee’s decision to increase SFA fund-
ing to $81 million in fiscal year 2019. However, additional modest increases in SFA
funding will help expand wildland fire preparedness and mitigation capacity for
State forestry agencies. Attacking fires when they are small is the key to reducing
fatalities, injuries, loss of homes and cutting Federal firefighting costs. The need for
increased funding for fire suppression on Federal lands has broad support. The need
to increase fire suppression funding for State and private lands, where roughly 80
percent of wildland fires occur, and where many fires that impact Federal lands
begin, is just as urgent. In fiscal year 2020, we urge you to provide $87 million for
the State Fire Assistance program.

The VFA program provides support to rural communities and is critical to ensur-
ing adequate capacity to respond to wildland fires, reducing the risk to communities,
people, homes and property, and firefighters. This capacity is critical because these
State and local resources are the first responders to more than 80 percent of
wildland fires—whether on State, Federal or private lands. According to the USFS,
during fiscal year 2018, the VFA program helped provide assistance to 13,959 com-
munities, train 21,868 firefighters, expanded or organize 48 fire departments, and
purchase, rehabilitate, or maintain nearly $11 million in equipment. Our organiza-
tions greatly appreciate the Committee’s work to increase VFA funding to $17 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2019. In fiscal year 2020, we urge you to provide no less than
$18 million for the Volunteer Fire Assistance Program.

1The President’s Budget proposed renaming these programs National Fire Capacity and Rural
Fire Capacity respectively.
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We appreciate the difficult task the Committee faces in the current budget cli-
mate. It is important to remember, however, that these vital programs safeguard
human life, habitat, and property, and reduce the overall cost of wildland fire man-
agement. Accordingly, we urge you to support funding for these critical programs.

Thank you for your consideration of this important request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CONSERVATION FUND

Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies, thank you for
this opportunity to submit outside witness testimony on behalf of The Conservation
Fund (TCF). TCF supports a funding request of $600 million in fiscal year 2020 for
the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), which includes the Federal land
acquisition programs of the Bureau of Land Management ($45 million), National
Park Service ($75 million), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ($85 million), U.S. Forest
Service ($100 million), as well as three State grant programs: the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund ($35 million);
National Park Service’s State Assistance Grants program ($130 million); and the
U.S. Forest Service’s Forest Legacy Program ($100 million). TCF also supports a
funding request for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s North American Wetlands
Conservation Fund ($45 million); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s State and Tribal
Wildlife Grant Programs ($90 million); National Park Service’s Chesapeake Bay
Gateways and Watertrails Program ($3 million); the U.S. Forest Service’s Commu-
nity Forest and Open Space Conservation Program ($10 million); and the Depart-
ment of Interior’s (DOI) Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration Pro-
gram ($10 million). TCF requests funding for the Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) Great Lakes Restoration Initiative ($300 million) and Chesapeake Bay Pro-
gram ($80 million).

At The Conservation Fund, we make conservation work for America. We are a
nonprofit environmental organization, working to create conservation solutions that
make economic sense. Top-ranked for efficiency and effectiveness, we have worked
in all 50 States since 1985 to protect over 8 million acres of land. We applaud the
leadership of this subcommittee over many years to appropriate funds to acquire
lands for future generations, working forests, recreational opportunities, wildlife
habitat, and many other benefits.

As the subcommittee crafts its Interior, Environment and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations bill, there are several key programmatic funding recommendations we
respectfully request you to consider, listed below.

1. Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) at $600 million.—LWCF rep-
resents a promise to the Nation that proceeds from offshore oil and gas devel-
opment will help protect the public trust. The requested $600 million for
LWCEF in fiscal year 2020 will foster that mission, with the goal of soon secur-
ing the authorized funding level of $900 million per year.

Funding at $600 million in fiscal year 2020 is critical for the Nation’s pre-
mier conservation program, a bipartisan agreement nearly 55 years ago. The
Conservation Fund applauds Congress for passing bipartisan, bicameral legis-
lation that permanently reauthorizes LWCF, which was signed into law by the
president on March 12, 2019. TCF also urges Congress to work in a similar
fashion to provide full, mandatory funding (at $900 million) for the land con-
servation program.

Since 1964, the Land and Water Conservation Fund has protected some of
America’s most important natural and historical treasures. From national
parks, fish and wildlife refuges, to working farms and ranches, and State and
local parks, LWCF continues to yield tremendous land protection outcomes in
communities nationwide. LWCF’s land acquisition programs provide critical re-
sources needed to safeguard vital lands from potential development, expand
public access, and protect wildlife habitat. LWCF projects are driven by pri-
vate landowners seeking to work with Federal land units and state partners
to sell their property for conservation purposes.

A. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Land Acquisition at $45 million.—The
BLM and its National Conservation Lands provide some of our Nation’s best
recreation and historic areas. TCF partners with BLM on projects ranging
from expanding sportsmen’s access to Blue Ribbon fishing on the North Platte
River in Wyoming to recreational access to the Upper Snake/South Fork ACEC
SRMA in Idaho. In fiscal year 2020, we request $45 million to fund BLM’s
land acquisition program and projects.
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B. National Park Service (NPS) Federal Land Acquisition at $75 million.—
Hosting more than 330 million visitors every year, the 419 National Park units
provide an economic boost to their local communities and those employed di-
rectly and indirectly. Funding for NPS LWCF will help protect key access
points for recreation, historic areas, trails and more, including at Little River
Canyon National Preserve in Alabama and the Chesapeake Bay’s Captain
John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail. We respectfully request $75
million to fund NPS’s land acquisition program and projects.

C. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Land Acquisition at $85 million.—Na-
tional Wildlife Refuges (NWR) are our Nation’s protectors of clean water, clean
air, abundant wildlife and world-class recreation. Funding for fiscal year 2020
FWS LWCF will help protect critical wildlife habitat, provide public access and
recreation, and improve water quality at Refuges, including Texas’ Laguna
Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge; as well as preserving our Nation’s working
lands, such as at Montana’s Rocky Mountain Front Conservation Area. We re-
spectfully request $85 million to fund FWS’s land acquisition program and
projects.

D. U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Land Acquisition at $100 million.—USFS LWCF
funds help with forest management by protecting key inholdings and reducing
fire threats. From Minnesota’s Superior National Forest-Boundary Water
Canoe Area Wilderness to the Appalachian Mountain’s Cherokee (TN), Pisgah
(NC), George Washington-Jefferson (VA), and Chattahoochee (GA) National
Forests, we are working with willing landowners at priority project areas and
respectfully request $100 million to fund USFS’s land acquisition program and
projects.

E. LWCF State Grant Programs: FWS-Cooperative Endangered Species Fund,
NPS-State Conservation Grants, and USFS-Forest Legacy.—We encourage the
subcommittee to fund:

—FWS.—Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund: $35 million (for
the LWCF-funded portion)

—NPS.—State Assistance Grants program: $130 million

—USFS.—Forest Legacy Program: $100 million

2. DOI and USFS Conservation and Land Acquisition Programs.—TCF encour-
ages the Committee to fund:

—FWS.—North American Wetlands Conservation Fund at $45 million
—FWS.—State and Tribal Wildlife Grant Programs at $90 million
—NPS.—Chesapeake Bay Gateways and Watertrails Program at $3 million
—USilFS.—Community Forest and Open Space Conservation Program at $10
million

3. Department of Interior—Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration
Program at $10 million.—The Restoration Program leads the national response
for recovery of natural resources that have been injured or destroyed because
of oil spills or releases of other hazardous substances. Recoveries from respon-
sible parties can only be spent to implement restoration plans developed by the
Trustee Council for each incident. These funds are one hundred percent private
and represent the amount needed to restore environmental resources or com-
pensate for lost public use since the damage in question. The fiscal year 2020
funds would allow the Program to add carefully targeted staff allocated to Inte-
rior bureaus and offices through its Restoration Support Unit to accelerate res-
toration activities.

4. Environmental Protection Agency Programs.—TCF encourages the Committee
to fund:

—Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GRLI) at $300 million.—TCF urges fund-
ing of GLRI at $300 million. The Initiative provides critical support for on-
the-ground restoration and conservation programs and projects targeted at
the most significant environmental problems in the Great Lakes ecosystem.

—Chesapeake Bay Program at $80 million.—TCF urges funding of the Chesa-
peake Bay program at $80 million. This program brings together a diverse
partnership to support the Bay’s restoration.

The Conservation Fund stands ready to work with you to secure full and con-
sistent funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund, North American Wet-
lands Conservation Act, Great Lakes Restoration Initiative, and the other critically
important programs that help protect the environment, economies, forests, and com-
munity values across our Nation. Thank you for the opportunity to provide this tes-
timony and your consideration of our request.
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[This statement was submitted by Kelly Reed, Vice President of Government Rela-
tions.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COOPERATIVE ALLIANCE FOR REFUGE ENHANCEMENT

Chairwoman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the sub-
committee:

The National Wildlife Refuge System stands alone as the only Federal land and
water conservation system with a mission that prioritizes wildlife and habitat con-
servation alongside wildlife-dependent recreation. Since 1995, the Cooperative Alli-
ance for Refuge Enhancement (CARE) has worked to showcase the value of the Ref-
uge System and to secure a strong congressional commitment for conserving these
special landscapes.

Found in every U.S. State and Territory, national wildlife refuges conserve a di-
versity of America’s environmentally sensitive and recreationally vital ecosystems,
including wetlands, coasts, forests, prairie, tundra, deserts, and oceans, and provide
Americans with an opportunity to encounter and engage with these areas.

We ask that the Committee provide a funding level of $586 million for the Oper-
ations and Maintenance accounts of the National Wildlife Refuge System for fiscal
year 2020.

This testimony is submitted on behalf of CARE’s 23 member organizations, which
represent over 16 million American hunters, anglers, bird and wildlife watchers, sci-
entists, managers, and concerned citizens passionate about wildlife conservation and
related recreational opportunities.

American Birding Association National Wildlife Refuge Association
American Fisheries Society Safari Club International
American Sportfishing Association The Corps Network

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies The Nature Conservancy
Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation The Wilderness Society

Defenders of Wildlife The Wildlife Society

Ducks Unlimited, Inc. Theodore Roosevelt Conservation
Izaak Walton League of America Partnership

Marine Conservation Institute Trout Unlimited

National Audubon Society U.S. Sportsmen’s Alliance
National Rifle Association Wildlife Forever

National Wildlife Federation Wildlife Management Institute

INADEQUATE FUNDING-CHALLENGES TO THE REFUGE SYSTEM

The Refuge System budget, at $487.7 million, is now $96.6 million below the level
needed to keep pace with inflation and fixed costs ($584.3 million), relative to the
fiscal year 2010 budget of $503.2 million. At least $8—10 million appropriations in-
crease is required each year just to keep pace with inflation and fixed costs, and
these budgets are going in the wrong direction.

Workforce has declined since the high staffing point in 2011 by 645 positions
through attrition. Those employees provided services such as administration, main-
tenance, fire management, wildlife management, and research support. That is a
loss of nearly 1 out of 7 refuge positions. As a result, refuge staff struggle to main-
tain habitat, while also providing adequate visitor services, environmental edu-
cation, and access for hunting, fishing, and other recreation. No refuges today are
fully staffed, and in fact, nearly half of refuge units (282) are completely unstaffed.

An additional problem with lack of funding is the System’s inability to provide
for ongoing maintenance costs, which only compound and become more expensive
with time. At Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee NWR in Florida, the invasive species
issues are overwhelming the refuge. In the last 12—-15 years, Loxahatchee has strug-
gled with invasive Lygodium, with initial costs of $2 million a year to restrict uncon-
trolled spread. Now, the refuge needs roughly $5 million a year for 5 years in order
to control this weed, with costs having doubled or tripled.

Unfortunately, inadequate funding threatens the System’s ability to carry out its
mission, which is mandated by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement
Act of 1997. For example, in Region 3, which includes the Great Lakes States, there
are 296 current positions, down from their height of 346 staff in fiscal year 2010.
Based on optimal staffing models, the region is 100 staff short. This shortage of staff
has caused problems across the region: visitor centers prioritize hours for peak visi-
tation and are closed many days. There is no ability to do restoration work on lands
they have or have acquired. There are fewer Federal wildlife officers. Maintenance
of public use facilities such as parking lots and bathrooms has dwindled, particu-
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larly on Wildlife Management Areas, and approximately 20 percent fewer are
mowed. At the Prairie Wetlands Learning Center in Fergus Falls, MN, the director
position has been vacant for 2 years, and the city is questioning the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s commitment to the center. The loss of managed hunts, such as
youth hunting programs and hunts for the disabled, has been dire. Many such hunts
have not been held for years.

This dire funding situation can be seen across the other seven regions.

Between fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year 2013, Refuge System funding was re-
duced by $50 million—a 10 percent cut. Even with increased budgets in fiscal year
2019 to $487.7 million, the Refuge System continues to function at unsustainable
levels. CARE estimates that the Refuge System needs at least $900 million in an-
nual operations and maintenance funding to meet conservation targets, including
wildlife management, habitat restoration, and opportunities for public recreation.

Inadequate numbers of Federal wildlife officers (by some measures, the number
of FWOs should be three to four times higher than current numbers) imperil
healthy habitat and the safe and enjoyable visitor experience. The ’'lucky’ refuges
still have one or two employees per refuge or refuge complex doing work such as
environmental education, biology, or maintenance work. Yet many other refuges sit
for years with unfilled, critical positions.

In Region 6, which stretches from Colorado to the Prairie Pothole Region, reten-
tion of staff is a major problem. Biologists are in short supply, and regional head-
quarters staff struggle to get biologists out to each refuge at even a fraction of the
needed time. In 2014, they had 63 full time farm maintenance staff, now only 49—
a 25 percent reduction. They currently have ten refuge law enforcement positions
open, and cannot fill them because of the combination of low pay and benefits with
the very rural locations. At the same time, theyre looking to increase usage on ref-
uges, such as hunting and fishing. Elk National Wildlife Refuge in Wyoming is
24,700 acres, and one FWO is stationed there—and he shares time at BLM lands
as well.

Without significant increases in funding, there is simply no room left to trim posi-
tions and still maintain at least a portion of those services—they will simply dis-
appear, and school programs or ongoing maintenance will end. And refuges will con-
tinue to close.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM: STATISTICS AND VISITORS

The National Wildlife Refuge System, established by President Theodore Roo-
sevelt in 1903, protects approximately 840 million land and marine acres on 567 na-
tional wildlife refuges and 38 wetland management districts in every State and ter-
ritory in the U.S., and 5 marine monuments in the Pacific and Atlantic oceans.
These acres are part of the Refuge System and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service man-
aged (with some marine acres co-managed with NOAA). From the Virgin Islands to
Guam to Alaska to Maine, the Refuge System spans 12 time zones and protects
America’s natural heritage in habitats ranging from arctic tundra to arid desert, bo-
real forest to sagebrush grassland, and prairie wetlands to coral reefs.

A refuge is within an hour’s drive from most metropolitan areas, enabling the Ref-
uge System to attract a growing number of visitors each year (55.8 million in fiscal
year 2018, up from 46.5 million in fiscal year 2013) and provide opportunities for
hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, photography, kayaking, hiking, and outdoor
education. Americans are visiting refuges in increasing number for the wild beauty
and recreational opportunities they provide.

CARE welcomes recreational use of our Nation’s refuges. The “Big 6” uses of the
Refuge System—hunting, fishing, wildlife watching, photography, environmental
education, and interpretation—were enshrined into law in the 1997 National Wild-
life Refuge System Improvement Act. Refuge visitors generate $2.4 billion annually
to local and regional economies—on average returning $4.87 in economic activity for
every $1 appropriated—and support 35,000 U.S. jobs.! In addition, refuges provide
major environmental and health benefits, such as filtering storm water before it is
carried downstream and fills municipal aquifers; reducing flooding by capturing ex-
cess rainwater; and minimizing the damage to coastal communities from storm
surges. Refuges generate more than $32.3 billion in these ecosystem services each
year, a return of over $65 for every $1 appropriated by Congress.2

1Banking on Nature, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, October 2013, http:/www.fws.gov/refuges/
about/refugereports/pdfs/BankingOnNature2013.pdf

2The Economics Associated with Outdoor Recreation, Natural Resources Conservation, and
Historic Preservation in the United States, Southwick Associates, October 2011, https:/
www.fws.gov/refuges/mews/pdfs/TheEconomicValueofOutdoorRecreation[1].pdf
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CARE REQUESTS $586 MILLION IN FISCAL YEAR 2020

We acknowledge that this request would mean a dramatic $98 million increase.
However, with the effective $96 million decrease in funding since fiscal year 2010,
the Refuge System has lost a great deal of conservation work and public use oppor-
tunities, all at a time when visitor numbers are increasing. If annual operations and
maintenance funding does not rise substantially, CARE anticipates further impacts
both within and outside of refuge boundaries, including:

—Loss of refuge law enforcement to the point where visitors and wildlife are not
protected—the System is currently functioning with 22 percent of the FWOs
needed. Six States currently have zero FWOs, and another 10 only have one.

—Further closures of visitor centers, elimination of environmental education pro-
grams that currently work closely with local schools, and a loss of visitor serv-
ices staff, which would leave many States with no visitor services staff at all,
such as Maine.

—Reduced quality of habitat for hunting. Over the past 2 years, the Department
of the Interior has worked to add and expand hunt programs at refuges, pro-
viding additional opportunities for outdoor recreationists as part of the “Big 6.
These hunt expansions will require corresponding funding to keep up with the
demand on Federal wildlife officers and on biologists and other staff responsible
for keeping wildlife habitat and populations healthy.

—Reduced treatment of invasive plants, reducing habitat quality for wildlife (both
game and non-game) and placing nearby private lands at higher risk of infesta-
tions.

—Decreased use of prescribed fire, which is used on refuges both to improve habi-
tat for wildlife and to reduce hazardous fuels that pose a wildfire risk to nearby
communities. This risk has been mitigated by the fire fix passed by the Con-
gress this spring, but resources for prescribed fire still need to be in place on
individual refuges.

The common denominator to all these challenges is a lack of funding. Adequate
staffing and funding are critical to the maintenance of healthy wildlife populations
and access for recreational users to a healthy ecosystem. Increasing funding for the
System will empower and enable individual refuge units to deliver on-the-ground
conservation that benefits not only wildlife and recreation, but also local commu-
nities across the Nation.

We ask that this Committee use a portion of its additional funding allocation in
the budget deal finalized in January, and put it towards a substantial increase in
Refuge Operations and Maintenance funding. CARE has a goal of seeing Refuge Op-
erations and Maintenance funding reach $900 million by fiscal year 2021, and a
large increase in fiscal year 2020 would help us meet that goal.

We urge Congress to fund the Refuge System at $586 million in fiscal year 2020—
to bridge the growing gap between what the System needs and what it receives—
enabling refuges to continue moving America forward as the world’s leader in wild-
life conservation and restoration.

Our hope is that this level of funding will put the Refuge System on a path to
full funding of $900 million and help the System advance its mission to maintain
refuge lands as intended in their purpose for the benefit of the American people,
finalize outstanding Comprehensive Conservation Plans, and implement programs
that will benefit both wildlife and people. The President’s Budget Request for fiscal
year 2020 is $509.5 million, which would be the highest amount ever appropriated
to thedRefuge System O&M. While we applaud the requested increase, more funding
is needed.

On behalf of our more than 16 million members and supporters, CARE thanks
the subcommittee for the opportunity to submit comments on the fiscal year 2020
Senate Interior Appropriations bill, and we look forward to more discussions with
you regarding our request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COUNCIL OF ATHABASCAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS

The Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments (CATG) is a consortium of 10
Tribal governments located along the Yukon River and its tributaries in north-
eastern Alaska. The Gwich’in and Koyukon Athabascan peoples of the Yukon Flats
live in remote villages, who united to form the Council: Arctic Village, Beaver, Birch
Creek, Canyon, Chalkyitsik, Circle, Fort Yukon, Rampart, Stevens, and Venetie.
Tribal leadership has clear vision: stable self-sufficient economies built upon strong
local self-governance. Our organization provides a variety of services to the Tribal
citizens of our region, including full healthcare services at the Yukon Flats Health
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Center and village-based clinics in four of our Villages. We have Self-Governance
agreements with the Fish and Wildlife Service and with the Bureau of Land Man-
agement.

CATG requests the following considerations be implemented in the fiscal year
2020 Appropriations cycle:

—Natural Resource Priorities: Ensure Adequate funding for co-management.

—Expand Self-Governance: Expand Self-Governance and fully fund Annual Fund-
ing Agreements with Bureau of Indian Affairs, Bureau of Land Management,
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife.

—Section 105(1) Leases: Support funding for healthcare facility leases under Sec-
tion 105(1) of the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act
(ISDEAA).

—Euglget Increases: Support behavioral health increases to the IHS and BIA

udgets.

—Advance Appropriations for IHS: Support advance funding for the ITHS and
other Tribal programs.

—Contract Support Cost (CSC) Funding: Support continued full and mandatory
CSC funding for the THS and BIA.

Natural Resources

The traditions of our grandparents live on through our ability to hunt and fish,
which include the ceremonies that accompany these cultural practices. As Native
peoples, access to our traditional food resources is critical for our culture, health,
wellbeing, economic security and food sovereignty. The Council advocates for Alas-
kan hunting and fishing management policy and regulations to provide for Alaska
Native food security, community wellbeing, and traditional ways of life. We ask for
funding to protect Alaska Native hunting and fishing rights.

The Porcupine Caribou Herd are our relatives, they are the backbone of our cul-
ture, and they provide for our health, wellbeing, economic security, and food secu-
rity. The Gwich’in Nation and the Council stand unified in our call for full protec-
tion of the “Sacred Place Where Life Begins,” birthing grounds of the Porcupine Car-
ibou Herd along the coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge since 1988.
Last year, Congress opened up the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) through
the budget process. The Council asks Congress to ensure meaningful government to
government consultation, and participation by all impacted Tribes in all Federal ac-
tions related to the Porcupine Caribou Herd and their habitats.

Salmon are our relatives, they are the backbone of our culture, and they provide
for our health, wellbeing, economic security, and food security. The U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service (USFWS) has confirmed the importance of this critical resource,
“the state’s rural residents harvest approximately 22,000 tons of wild foods each
year—an average of 375 pounds per person. Fish make up about 60 percent of this
harvest Statewide. Nowhere else in the United States is there such a heavy reliance
upon wild foods.” CATG asks Congress to support Tribal co-management, through
full funding of the Yukon River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission.

Expand Self-Governance

CATG is proud to be one of the first Tribal consortium in the country to develop
non-Department of the Interior (DOI) Self-Governance Annual Funding Agreements
(AFA) for agencies other than the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). We remain con-
cerned that DOI scopes of work are being limited and the original intent and prac-
tice of Self-Governance, which is to build Tribal capacity to take on increasing levels
of responsibility, is not being properly carried out. We request your support to ex-
pand Self-Governance practice and agreements beyond BIA.

Since 2004, the CATG has had an Annual Funding Agreement (AFA) under Title
IV of the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act (ISDEAA) with
the USFWS. Through the AFA, the CATG has implemented selected PFSAs of the
Yukon Flats National Wildlife Refuge (YENWR), namely: (1) Cooperative Moose
Management Planning; (2) education and outreach programming; (3) harvest data
collection and reporting; (4) logistical maintenance of the only logistical outpost in
the Refuge; and (5) Refuge Information Technician staffing.

The AFA’s success and growth has been limited by funding levels that have re-
mained fairly static since the 1st agreement was signed (estimated at $60,000 annu-
ally), lacking funding for staff time to complete PFSAs and for contract support
costs. We appreciate recent positive developments with YFNWR leadership in work-
ing to expand and fully fund the AFA, as it is a beneficial relationship for the
YFNWR staff, the wildlife and habitat, and Tribal governments. At this time, it has
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been demonstrated CATG needs to implement harvest data collection and reporting
activities for adequate moose management. CATG has demonstrated its commit-
ment to a successful working relationship with the YFNWR, and seeks to expand
and fully fund the AFA. CATG asks Congress to ensure continued, fully funded, and
expanded self-governance agreement with USFWS YFNWR.

In 2011, the CATG implemented the first self-governance AFA under Title IV of
the ISDEAA with the Bureau of Land Management/Alaska Fire Service (BLM/AFS).
The Council has demonstrated their commitment to running a successful Emergency
Fire Fighter training and certification program ever since. But the 2018 Federal
Government shutdown resulted in our BLM AFA getting hung up in the process,
leaving CATG with substantial uncertainty. Announcements are now also coming
late for contract work with BLM, and these are all jobs that our communities count
on. The Council has developed a productive partnership with the BLM/AFS to more
efficiently and effectively use government resources. The Council asks for Congress
to ensure continued self-governance agreement with the BLM AFS through full
funding, and we encourage Congress to facilitate BLM’s cooperation in finalizing
and implementing the AFA, and other contract work, within this fiscal year 2019,
not simply kicking the can down the road to fiscal year 2020 as it relates to CATG.

Section 105(1) Clinic Leases

Tribes and Tribal organizations increasingly rely on section 105(1) leases to ad-
dress chronically underfunded facilities operation, maintenance, and replacement
costs. We are gratified that IHS has been funding Section 105(1) leases for Tribal
health clinics. This responsibility was confirmed by the 2016 Federal court decision
in Maniilag v. Burwell, which held that section 105(1) of the ISDEAA provides an
entitlement to full compensation for leases of Tribal facilities used to carry out
ISDEAA agreements. We appreciate your supplemental appropriations in fiscal year
2019 for these costs, and we ask that funding continue to be made available for
these important leases. This Committee has invited IHS to submit a report on the
budget impact of meeting its responsibility. We oppose any appropriations rider,
such as those included in the administration’s budget proposals for fiscal year 2018
and fiscal year 2019, which would allow IHS to avoid its responsibility to com-
pensate Tribes fully for these costs. We ask that Congress again decline to include
such a provision in the fiscal year 2020 IHS appropriation.

Budget Increases

CATG’s communities in rural Alaska have extreme rates of suicide, alcohol and
substance abuse; issues that contribute to a multitude of other adverse problems
such as crime, domestic violence, child abuse and neglect. We have been encouraged
by new funding to address the opioid crisis that impacts many of our communities.
Thank you for the new $10 million opioid grant program in the fiscal year 2019 IHS
budget. However, frequently, Tribes in Alaska have difficulty working through the
State of Alaska to provide behavioral and social services, which adds burdensome
layers and undue regulation. We appreciate that HHS this year distributed the $50
million in Tribal opioid funds via formula.

CATG believes that Tribes and Tribal organizations should receive behavioral
funds directly, because programs that implement traditional cultural values have
proven to be far more successful than those that do not. We ask for your support
in this effort. CATG also asks for support in expanding the Generations Indigenous
(Gen-I) initiative, which provides increased resources for Tribes to address youth be-
havioral, mental health and substance abuse issues, as well as expansion of the
Tiwahe Initiative, designed to address the inter-related problems of poverty, violence
and substance abuse faced by Native communities. We appreciate that last year
Congress rejected the administration’s proposal to reduce funding for this important
initiative.

Advance Appropriations for IHS

We thank Ranking Member Udall, Representative Don Young, and Interior Ap-
propriations Chairwoman McCollum and Ranking Member Joyce for introducing leg-
islation to provide advance appropriations for IHS and in some of the bills, for the
BIA and BIE. IHS healthcare is similar to Veterans healthcare in that both the VA
and the THS provide direct medical care and both are the result of Federal policies.
Predictability, continuity, and certainty are essential for providing stable quality
healthcare. This issue continues to be important to Alaska Native and American In-
dian patients, particularly in a budget climate of seemingly endless Continuing Res-
olutions (CR). When IHS funding is subject to a CR, as it has been repeatedly over
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many years, Tribal healthcare providers receive only a portion of funding at a time,
making it particularly difficult to implement long-range planning and to effectively
use and leverage limited resources. Partial funding also requires the same proc-
essing and manpower for each incomplete payment as one full apportionment. Hav-
ing advance notice of funding levels would greatly aid CATG and other Tribal health
providers in program planning, recruitment and retention of essential healthcare
professionals. Under advance appropriations, we would know a year in advance
what the budget would be and it would resolve much of the uncertainty we have
experienced because full appropriations were not enacted at the first of the Federal
fiscal year. The IHS budget should be afforded the same status consideration as VA
health programs.

Contract Support Cost (CSC) Funding

CATG would like to thank the House and Senate subcommittees for their leader-
ship and commitment to fully funding CSC for IHS and BIA ISDEAA agreements.
We appreciate the full funding of CSC over the past few fiscal years, that the fund-
ing is indefinite (“such sums as may be necessary”,) and that the funding is in sepa-
rate accounts in the THS and BIA budgets. We request that the subcommittees con-
tinue to fully fund CSC. Such action is crucial to strengthening the ability of Tribal
governments to successfully exercise their rights and responsibilities as sovereign
nations.

Telecommunications Subsidies

As you know, Internet connectivity is critical to providing healthcare services to
our remote villages. Last year you heard from us and other Tribes regarding the
cap on Universal Service rural healthcare funds. We appreciate the work that was
done to eliminate the cap.

Conclusion

CATG greatly appreciates your consideration of our requests outlined in this testi-
mony. On behalf of our organization and all of the people we serve, I would be
happy to provide any other additional information as requested by the subcommit-
tees.

[This statement was submitted by Rhonda Pitka, Chief of the Village of Beaver,
and Vice Chair of the Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DANCE/USA

Madam Chair and distinguished members of the subcommittee, I am grateful for
the opportunity to submit testimony on behalf of Dance/USA, its Board of Directors
and its 500 members. We strongly urge the subcommittee on Interior, Environment,
and Related Agencies in the Committee on Appropriations to designate a total of
at least $167.5 million to the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) for fiscal year
2020. This testimony and the funding examples described below are intended to
highlight the importance of Federal investment in the arts, which are critical to sus-
taining a vibrant cultural community throughout the country.

The NEA is a great investment in the economic growth of every community. The
NEA was established in 1965 with the mission to “strengthen the creative capacity
of our communities by providing all Americans with diverse opportunities for arts
participation.” It has continued to meet this mission for over 50 years, recom-
mending more than 2,300 grants in every Congressional District in the country in
fiscal year 2018. Sixty-five percent of direct grants went to small (budgets under
$500,000) and medium sized (budgets between $500,000 and $2 million) organiza-
tions. Additionally, 40 percent of NEA-supported activities took place in high-pov-
erty neighborhoods and 36 percent of NEA grants reached underserved populations,
such as people with disabilities and veterans. Between 2012 and 2015, NEA-sup-
ported programs reached 24.2 million adults and 3.4 children on average each year
through 80,603 live events.

Funding from the NEA continues to support arts organizations and their commu-
nities by providing a high return on investment. The ratio of private and other pub-
lic funds matching every NEA grant dollar is approaching 9:1, generating more than
$500 million in matching supporting.

Before the establishment of the NEA, funding for the arts was mostly limited to
larger cities. The NEA is the only arts funder in America, public or private, that
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supports the arts in all 50 States, the District of Columbia, and U.S. territories. Ad-
ditionally, 40 percent of the NEA’s program funds are distributed through State arts
agencies, reaching tens of thousands throughout the U.S. NEA funding provides ac-
cess to the arts in regions with histories of inaccessibility due to economic or geo-
graphic limitations.

At the national level, the arts and cultural sector contributed $763.6 billion to the
U.S. economy in 2015, 4.2 percent of the GDP, and counted 4.9 million workers who
earned $372 billion in total compensation. The tax-exempt performing arts organiza-
tions contributed $9 billion to the U.S. economy and employed 90,000 workers, who
earned $5.6 billion in total compensation. Consumers spent $31.6 billion on admis-
sions to performing arts events.

Dance companies make communities healthier and more vibrant. Audiences
across the U.S. have the opportunity to experience dance in many aspects of life.
Professional not-for-profit dance is highly diverse in its artistic forms, covering
genres and styles that include aerial, ballet, burlesque, capoeira, flamenco, hip hop,
hula, jazz, kathak, liturgical, modern, physically integrated, and tap dance, in addi-
tion to fusions of these genres and styles and the incorporation into other artistic
disciplines. Dance artists work with performing arts centers, businesses, park dis-
tricts, community centers, schools, religious institutions, and many other groups to
ensure this wealth of creative activity is widely accessible to the public.

Established in 1982 as the national service organizations for the professional
dance field, Dance/USA’s membership currently consists of more than 500 dance
companies, dance service and presenting organizations, individuals, and related or-
ganizations.

—Economic Impact: Not-for-profit dance regularly generates more than $700 mil-
lion in economic activity across the country. In fiscal year 2014, reported annual
expense budgets totaled $755.5 million. Ensembles that reported expenses for
wages and benefits on their 990s paid a total of $372.4 million, which approxi-
mates to half (50.9 percent) of total aggregated expenses for these ensembles.

According to data compiled by the NEA and the Bureau of Economic Analysis’
U.S. Arts and Culture Production Satellite Account, the gross output from not-
for-profit dance companies totaled $972 million, while the value added to the
GDP by dance companies is $573 million.

Not-for-profit dance ensembles employed over 15,900 individuals in a mix of
full-time and part time positions in fiscal year 14. These ensembles were further
supported by more than 22,800 volunteers.

—Communities Served: According to the Survey of Public Participation in the Arts
(SPPA), social dancing is the most common way Americans performed art in
2012. African Americans are the race/ethnic group more likely to dance in a for-
mal setting, and Hispanics are the group most likely to dance socially. The rates
of dance participation are highest for younger adults (18-34). Dance (other than
ballet) is the only performing arts activity for which U.S. attendance rates at
performances did not fall between 2002 and 2012. (Data from the 2017 SPPA
research has not yet been fully released.)

—Dance Works: According to research conducted by Dance/USA, the dominant mo-
tivation for attending dance performances, representing 50 percent of those sur-
veyed, is to be inspired or uplifted. Not-for-profit dance performances have the
opportunity to bring communities together, supporting social and emotional
needs of audience members.

NEA GRANTS AT WORK

NEA grants are awarded to dance organizations through its core programs: Art
Works; Challenge America Fast Track Grants; and Federal/State Partnerships. In
fiscal year 2018, the NEA awarded 163 grants to the dance field through the Art
Works category, totaling $3,920,000.

Below are just a few examples of the excellent initiatives that dance groups are
engaged in, supporting artists, audiences, and communities.

Karen Peterson and Dancers
Miami, Florida
$35,000

Karen Peterson and Dancers received support to re-stage and present choreog-
rapher Paul Taylor’s “3 Epitaphs” by Valencia College students. Francie Huber, an
award-winning principal dancer with the Paul Taylor Dance Company for 14 years
and a teacher of modern dance and Taylor workshops, restaged the work. Outreach
activities included master classes for high school students, open rehearsals, and dis-
counted tickets.
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National Institute of Flamenco
Albuquerque, New Mexico
$15,000

National Institute of Flamenco received support for residency activities for fla-
menco artists traveling from Spain to New Mexico. Through the Visiting Artist Line,
NIF brings the world’s finest professional flamenco artists, including dancers,
choreographers, musicians, costumers, and design technicians for residencies in New
Mexico that can last from eight days to four weeks. These guest artists interacted
with local and national communities by teaching, providing professional develop-
ment opportunities, performing, collaborating, creating new dance works, and facili-
tating international artistic networks.

Nashville Ballet
Nashville, Tennessee
$15,000

Nashville Ballet received funding to support the company premiere of Stephen
Mills’ “Light: The Holocaust and Humanity Project,” and accompanying community
engagement programming. The work was presented at the Tennessee Performing
Arts Center in Nashville as part of a larger community collaboration with the Jew-
ish Federation of Nashville, the Tennessee Holocaust Commission, and the Nash-
ville Symphony Orchestra.

Axis Dance Company
Oakland, California
$20,000

Axis Dance Company received support for dance education and outreach programs
for youth and adults with and without disabilities. AXIS offered a variety of edu-
cational opportunities in the Bay Area and on a national tour. Project activities in-
cluded dance classes, professional-level dance training, teacher training, a choreo-
graphic lab for choreographers with disabilities, dance apprenticeships, community
workshops, lecture-demonstrations, residencies, and open rehearsals and movement
experiences for veterans.

Eugene Ballet
Eugene, Oregon
$15,000

Eugene Ballet received support for the premiere of “Peer Gynt,” a multimedia bal-
let by choreographer Toni Pimble based on Henrik Ibsen’s fairy tale play. In collabo-
ration with designer Andy Warfel and video engineer and multidisciplinary artist
Jessey Zepeda, the ballet included virtual theatrical scenery. Multimedia elements
helped communicate the complicated narrative. Outreach and education program-
mﬁlglincluded pre-performance discussions and lecture-demonstrations in rural
schools.

Conclusion

Dance/USA is grateful for the $2 million increase to the NEA in fiscal year 2019.
The continued bipartisan support for the agency has continued to support artists
and audiences, allowing dance and the arts to address critical issues, making com-
munities healthier and more vibrant.

We urge you to continue toward restoration and increase the NEA funding alloca-
tion $167.5 million for fiscal year 2020.

On behalf of Dance/USA, thank you for considering this request.

[This statement was submitted by Amy Fitterer, Executive Director.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID JONAS BARDIN
USGS GEOMAGNETISM PROGRAM AND & MT SURVEY CONTINUATION

Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:

Thank you for rejecting proposals to zero out the USGS Geomagnetism program
in fiscal year 2018 and 2019.

I ask for $4 million in fiscal year 2020. OMB proposes a program cut of 25 per-
cent, which would lead USGS to mothball three of its 14 magnetic observatories—
in Alaska, California, and Mississippi.

I support OMB’s new $1.726 million line for continuation of the magnetotelluric
survey. (See USGS Energy and Mineral Resources program).
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USGS researchers combine observatory detections of magnetic storms (“space
weather” from the Sun) with MT survey data as they become available, finding
“that risk varies considerably from region to region, with some electrically resistive
rocks boosting the regional geoelectric hazard by a factor of a hundred.” See Na-
tional Geographic, Solar storms can be even worse if you live near certain rocks:
New USGS data show how cities have higher or lower risks of blackouts during a
powerful sun storm depending on their regional geology (March 18, 2019).

GEOMAGNETISM PROGRAM

This program is underfunded: Congress has appropriated $1.888 million every
year since fiscal year 2013 when sequestration hit. In fiscal year 2012, it was $2.004
million, in fiscal year 2011 it was $2.097 million, in fiscal year 2010 it was $2.138
million.

Moreover, the U.S. Air Force has decided to stop contributing to this program
after 14 years—during which other agencies benefiting from USGS observatory data
(such as NOAA) contributed nothing. (USGS will continue to give USAF and other
agencies data—at no charge—to extent collected.)

USGS’s high-quality Geomagnetism program—vital to space weather predictions,
electric power grid protection, civilian and military navigation (and more)—should
expand rather than contract. “For both science and practical applications there are
already too few permanent magnetic observatories” write our international partners
(March 20, 2019, letter to USGS from Dr. Alan Thomson of British Geological Sur-
vey on behalf of INTERMAGNET and IAGA).

—Congress should fund entire program through USGS (in the Interior et al bill).

—Congress should add $1.1 million to last year’s appropriation ($650,000 to offset
loss of USAF funding and $450,000 to offset erosion of buying power, catch up
on maintenance of all 14 existing observatories, and modestly to expand this
program.

—Congress should enable USGS to operate permanent magnetometers to measure
magnetic fields at each of its 14 observatories and to add permanent elec-
trometers to measure electric fields directly at some (only Boulder now has an
electrometer). See USGS observatory map, below.

—Congress should enable USGS to overcome insufficiency of magnetic observ-
atories—especially in the vast Eastern electric power interconnection, home to
most Americans (where USGS has only two observatories, one to be mothballed)
and the Texas interconnection (where it has none).

Executive Order 13865 (March 26, 2019), §5(c), directs the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to “support the research, development, deployment, and operation of capabilities
that enhance understanding of variations of Earth’s magnetic field associated with
[natural and human-made electromagnetic pulses] EMPs”, but OMB proposes to
withhold Geomagnetism program resources essential to do that.
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OMB’s proposed MT survey continuation line (under Energy and Mineral Re-
sources program) is reasonably scaled for fiscal year 2020. E.O. 13865, section
6(b)(iv) directs: “Within 4 years of the date of this order, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall complete a magnetotelluric survey of the contiguous United States to help
critical infrastructure owners and operators conduct EMP vulnerability assess-
ments.”

Reference: Budget Justifications and Performance Information Fiscal Year 2020—
USGS, pp. 49-50, 70-71.

[This statement was submitted by David Jonas Bardin.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE

Madam Chairman, Ranking Member and Members of the subcommittee, thank
you for the opportunity to submit testimony for the record. Founded in 1947, De-
fenders has more than 1.8 million members and supporters and is dedicated to the
conservation of wild animals and plants in their natural communities.

Our Nation’s wildlife is caught up in the planet’s sixth mass extinction, yet, in
recent years, programs that preserve wildlife and habitat have been hollowed out
by severely inadequate funding. The President’s budget again includes a number of
draconian cuts. Defenders urges the subcommittee to begin to rebuild our wildlife
conservation framework by providing robust increases for these crucial programs,
particularly given the additional funding that we hope will be available in the
403(b)-allocation given the fire funding fix that will go into effect in fiscal year 2020.
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Defenders remains skeptical about efforts to reorganize the Department of the In-
terior by consolidating authority for administering diverse Interior agencies and we
oppose the $28 million requested for this purpose. Reorganization would reduce or
eliminate the relative independence of agencies to manage and conserve land,
waters, and wildlife in accordance with their individual statutory and policy man-
dates and would be detrimental to transparent and balanced decisionmaking and
conservation of our natural resources. Relocating central offices to various western
locales also would make them more prone to capture by development and resource
extraction industries. We urge you to reject this proposal. We also have concerns
which we specify later in our testimony regarding budget restructuring proposals for
various agencies in the request.

While we appreciate that nearly all riders that threatened to undermine protec-
tions for imperiled species and the Endangered Species Act (ESA) were stricken
from the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2019, we urge that the subcommittee not
continue the sage-grouse listing prohibition rider which has been included in the bill
since 2014. The Trump administration has reversed course on the unprecedented
and broadly supported initiative to conserve the sage-grouse. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service must have all tools available to conserve the imperiled bird.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is our Nation’s premier wildlife con-
servation agency yet the request proposes a 15.8 percent cut below the fiscal year
2019 level. The FWS needs significant increases to support recovery of threatened
and endangered species; protection of migratory birds and fish, species of global con-
servation concern and other trust species; and prevention of both domestic and
international wildlife crimes.

Ecological Services.—Recently, a coalition of more than 200 organizations sent a
letter to Congress requesting a significant infusion of funds into the Ecological Serv-
ices program to begin to address the extinction crisis, a total of $486 million, nearly
double the current level of $251.8 million:

—Listing: Several years ago, FWS developed a broadly supported workplan to
allow for timely listing decisions on 350 species. Because of decreases to listing,
FWS now has a backlog of 77 species with delayed listing decisions as well as
78 species in the workplan for 2020 for a total current listing backlog of 155
species. For FWS to meet these and other obligations under the listing budget,
a total of $51 million is needed annually, an increase of $32.7 million over the
fiscal year 2019 level. Species due for decisions include the Eastern Hellbender,
the American Wolverine, the Humboldt Marten and the Yellow Banded Bumble
bee. The President’s request cuts the listing program by an unacceptable 39.3
percent.

—Recovery: Currently, more than 480 listed species lack final recovery plans and
another 500 plans will need to be updated in the next 5 years. Moreover, hun-
dreds of listed species receive less than $1,000 per year for recovery with many
receiving no FWS funding at all. Congress should provide a minimum of
$50,000 per year per species for recovery to ensure no species slips through the
cracks. For FWS to meet these and other obligations under the recovery budget,
a total of $196.7 million is needed annually, an increase of $101.7 million.

—Planning and Consultation: FWS conducts ESA Section 7 consultations on more
than 10,000 Federal actions each year so that projects can move forward while
minimizing harm to listed species. The program has been flat or declining since
the early 2000’s. To meet planning and consultation needs, including highly
technical analyses on issues such as pesticides and to work with non-Federal
stakeholders to develop Habitat Conservation Plans, $130 million is needed an-
nually, an increase of $23.9 million over the fiscal year 2019 level.

—Conservation and Restoration: At least $8 million per year from fiscal year 2020
to fiscal year 2025 is needed for the Candidate Conservation element of Con-
servation and Restoration to assist with early conservation action on the cur-
rent 23 candidate species.

—Wolf Livestock Loss Demonstration Program: Defenders urges continued funding
at no less than $1 million for this program that assists livestock owners co-ex-
isting with wolves.

National Wildlife Refuge System.—Our National Wildlife Refuge System is the
largest network of public lands and water in the Nation dedicated to wildlife con-
servation, unique in that it is one of the few places on the planet where wildlife
comes first. The fiscal year 2019 level of $488.3 million for Refuge System Oper-
ations and Maintenance (O&M) is $96 million below the level needed to keep pace
with inflation and salary increases relative to the fiscal year 2010 level of $503.2
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million. Defenders recommends $586 million for O&M for fiscal year 2020, an in-
crease of $98 million over fiscal year 2019. The Cooperative Alliance for Refuge En-
hancement, a broad coalition of 23 hunting, fishing, conservation and scientific orga-
nizations estimates at least $900 million is needed annually for O&M.

Migratory Bird Management.—According to a 2018 report! at least 40 percent of
bird species worldwide are experiencing declining populations. Despite this alarming
fact, the Trump administration is moving to eliminate long-standing protections for
migratory birds against incidental take. Defenders recommends a return to no less
than the fiscal year 2010 level of $54.5 million, an increase of $8.1 million over the
fiscal year 2019 level to support crucial survey and monitoring programs and for
building resilience of bird species and their habitats.

Office of Law Enforcement (OLE).—We are extremely grateful that the fiscal year
2019 bill continued appropriated funding to support inspectors at ports of entry cur-
rently without personnel and we urge it be maintained. Defenders supports $85 for
million for fiscal year 2020, an increase of $5.9 million over the fiscal year 2019
level to help OLE continue to address the crisis in the illegal global wildlife trade.

International Affairs.—Defenders supports $18 million for fiscal year 2020, an in-
crease of $2.2 million, crucial in continuing to combat illegal wildlife trade and to
build capacity in range countries.

Cooperative Landscape Conservation and Science Support.—We thank the sub-
committee for again restoring funding for these two programs which the administra-
tion had zeroed out in its fiscal year 2019 request and has once again zeroed out.
We recommend increases over current levels, returning to the requests made in the
last Obama administration budget for fiscal year 2017 for $17.8 million (an increase
of $5.3 million) and $20.6 million (an increase of $3.3 million) respectively. With
these increases, FWS can continue to work to address complex challenges, such as
climate change, across large landscapes and otherwise address scientific questions
key to conservation of trust species.

Key Grant Programs.—Defenders supports: $100 million for the Cooperative En-
dangered Species Fund, an increase of £54 million; $6.5 million for the Neotropical
Migratory Bird Fund, an increase of $2.6 million; $15 million for the Multinational
Species Conservation Fund, an increase of $3.4 million; and $70 million for State
and Tribal Wildlife Grants, an increase of $5.4 million.

U.S FOREST SERVICE AND BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The U.S. Forest Service (FS) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are es-
sential to the conservation of wildlife and habitat in the United States. The adminis-
tration is proposing to consolidate nine National Forest System budget line items
into a single budget line item. Defenders is concerned that such a consolidation,
given this administration’s narrow focus on timber production, could be devastating
to wildlife habitat and watersheds. Under any scenario, Congress must reaffirm
meaningful performance metrics for wildlife habitat, watersheds, and forest resil-
iency on FS lands. In addition, while Defenders was opposed to restructuring the
BLM Wildlife and Fish activity into the new Wildlife and Aquatic Habitat Manage-
ment activity approved in the fiscal year 2019 bill, we appreciate that specific fund-
ing for Threatened and Endangered Species (T&E) was maintained and we urge the
subcommittee to continue this specific funding. We also remain concerned about the
level of accountability and transparency in allocating the T&E funding under the
new structure. We ask the subcommittee to ensure that BLM reporting on the use
of these funds is accurate and to make clear to the agency that T&E funding is to
be used specifically to advance conservation and recovery of the 430 listed species
and at least 31 candidate species found on BLM lands rather than to pay for Section
7 compliance which ought to be funded by the benefitting programs. In addition, De-
fenders requests that BLM be prohibited from using any funds on all oil and gas
activities in the Coastal Plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in fiscal year
2020.

BLM Wildlife and Aquatic Habitat Management.—Defenders opposes the 35 per-
cent cut in the President’s request which includes nearly a 50 percent cut to T&E
funding. We urge $200.8 million, an increase of $18.3 million over the fiscal year
2019 level of $182.5 million which includes a total of $23.8 million for T&E, an in-
crease of $2.2 million over the fiscal year 2019 level. We also will be providing the
subcommittee with some specific recommendations for report language and funding
initiatives to help conserve the greater sage-grouse and sagebrush habitat which
will be needed to help mitigate the damage likely to occur under the current admin-
istration’s new sage-grouse plan amendments.

1 https://www.birdlife.org/sites/default/files/attachments/BL. ReportENG V11 spreads.pdf
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BLM Renewable Energy.—Defenders supports the requested level of $29.1 million,
an increase of $4.8 million over the fiscal year 2019 level to continue facilitating re-
newable energy development on public lands, while avoiding areas with natural re-
source conflicts, including sensitive wildlife species.

BLM Resource Management Planning, Assessment and Monitoring.—Defenders
opposes the 17.4 percent cut to this program in the request. We urge $69.4 million,
an increase of $6.3 million over the fiscal year 2019 level of $63.1 million to support
crucial data collection and monitoring of ecological conditions and trends on the
landscape as well as continued development of the Enterprise GIS.

FS Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Management.—Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat
Management has been essentially flat-funded since fiscal year 2014, yet the request
cuts the program by an indeterminate amount. We support restoring funding to at
least the fiscal year 2010 level of $143 million, $6 million over the fiscal year 2019
level to carry out critical conservation and recovery activities for the nearly 470
threatened and endangered species and 3,100 sensitive species that depend on FS
lands and to help address the loss of biologists that has occurred in recent years.

FS Land Management Planning, Assessment and Monitoring.—The request cuts
this program by an indeterminate amount. Defenders supports maintaining funding
at no less than the fiscal year 2017 level of $182.9 million, $2.9 million over the
fiscal year 2019 level. Outdated forest plans lack effective habitat conservation and
restoration strategies.

FS Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program.—The request zeroes out
the program, despite the 2018 Farm Bill’s doubling of authority to $80 million,
which Defenders supports.

FS Forest and Rangeland Research (FS R&D).—The request cuts R&D by 20 per-
cent. We urge a return to the fiscal year 2010 level of $245 million, $22 million over
fiscal year 2019, which included $30.5 million for Wildlife and Fish R&D. Adequate
funding for this program is crucial in providing relevant tools and information to
support sustainable management of both Federal and non-Federal forest lands.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

The U.S. Geological Survey provides the basic science for conservation of wildlife
and habitat. We are extremely concerned about the proposal in the President’s
budget to consolidate and substantially reduce funding for the Ecosystems and Land
Resources activities.

National and Regional Climate Science Centers.—The request cuts the Climate
Science Centers by 5.5 percent and proposes to “realign centers.” Given the mag-
nitude of the climate crisis threatening our planet, the Centers should be main-
tained and funded at $30.9 million, an increase of $7 million and equal to the re-
quest made in the last Obama administration budget in fiscal year 2017 to support
scientific needs in planning for climate change adaptation and building resiliency
of ecosystems.

Ecosystems.—The request restructures and cuts this activity by 10.1 percent, in-
cluding eliminating the Cooperative Research Units which Defenders opposes. De-
fenders urges funding at no less than the fiscal year 2017 request of $173. 9 million,
$17 million above fiscal year 2019 to help support development of crucial scientific
information for sound management of our Nation’s biological resources.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND (LWCF)

The request slashes funding by 105 percent. We support phased in increases to
LWCF to ultimately reach the fully authorized $900 million level. These increases
are needed to help to save some of the 6,000 acres of open space, including wildlife
habitat, that are lost each day in the United States.2

[This statement was submitted by Mary Beth Beetham, Director of Legislative Af-
fairs.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE DINE GRANT SCHOOLS ASSOCIATION

The Dine Grant Schools Association (DGSA) is comprised of the school boards of
seven Bureau of Indian Education (BIE)-funded schools which are operated pursu-
ant to the Tribally Controlled Schools Act (Public Law 100—297) and located on the
Navajo Nation in Arizona and New Mexico. These schools are: Black Mesa Commu-
nity School; Dzilth-Na-O-Dith-Hle Community Grant School; Hanaadli Community

2 http://www.fs.fed.us/openspace/coop _across boudaries.html
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School/Dormitory, Inc.; Lukachukai Community School; Pinon Community School;
Pine Hill Schools; and Shiprock Associated Schools, Inc.

Success through language, culture, community involvement, and high standards.
As Tribal school boards, we have both the greater freedom and the tremendous re-
sponsibility to ensure that our students receive a quality and culturally relevant
education that will help them reach their fullest potential. We believe that success-
ful students know who they are, that they are valued, and that great things are
expected of them. Our schools incorporate Navajo language and culture into our cur-
ricula. We set rigorous standards that our students must strive to meet and give
them a sense of accomplishment at their achievements.

Why Federal funding matters. It is difficult to concentrate on school lessons if you
are too cold or the roof is leaking or the water pipes do not function properly. It
is difficult to take Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers
(PARCC) online practice tests or take distance learning Advanced Placement classes
with unreliable and slow Internet connections. It is difficult to ride the bus on unim-
proved roads and to a deteriorating school that has lingered on a replacement list
because of lack of funding. These challenges to learning are prevalent throughout
Indian Country. What has been different these past several years is an extensive
change in understanding the extent of these challenges and a bipartisan support to
address them. For this, we are deeply grateful to our partners in Congress.

Our highest funding priorities are: ISEP formula funds; Tribal Grant Support
Costs; Facilities Operations and Maintenance; and the FACE Program in the BIE
budget as well as Education Construction and Repair and Road Maintenance in the
BIA budget. These programs make the greatest difference in our ability to educate
our students.

Indian School Equalization Program (ISEP) Formula Funds. The Indian School
Equalization Program (ISEP) Formula is the core budget account for Educational
and Residential programs of the BIE elementary and secondary schools and dor-
mitories. These funds are used for instructional programs at BIE-funded schools as
well as salaries and benefits of teachers, educational technicians, other support staff
and principals. For years, the amount appropriated for ISEP formula funds in-
creased barely enough to cover fixed costs. We appreciate that Congress has pro-
vided program increases these past several fiscal years.

Impact. For most BIE-funded schools, the chronic shortfall in the other key school
accounts has a negative impact on ISEP Formula funding, because ISEP Formula
funds are often diverted to make up the shortfalls in other accounts, such as Facili-
ties Operations and Maintenance, when a Tribe or Tribal school board has no other
source of funding to satisfy those shortfalls. This means fewer funds are available
for instructional activities. We are tremendously grateful that Congress has in-
creased funding for these critical accounts so ISEP Formula funds can be used for
their intended purpose.

Request. The $1.28 million program increase for a total of $404.2 million that Con-
gress provided in fiscal year 2019 from fiscal year 2018 is very helpful, however,
this total amount still does not acknowledge the shortfalls that have been building
for many years. Therefore, we respectfully request an additional increase in ISEP
Formula funding for fiscal year 2020.

Tribal Grant Support Costs. Since the 1988 Elementary and Secondary Education
Act reauthorization, tribally-operated elementary and secondary schools have re-
ceived funding for the administrative expenses incurred for the operation of BIE-
funded schools through an Administrative Cost Grant, now called Tribal Grant Sup-
port Costs (TGSC). Tribal Grant Support Costs are the Contract Support Costs for
tribally controlled schools. These funds are used for essential services such as con-
tract/grant administration; program planning and development; human resources;
insurance; fiscal, procurement, and property management; required annual audits;
recordkeeping; and legal, security, and other overhead services.

Impact. We appreciate in that in recent fiscal years the Obama and Trump ad-
ministrations have requested and Congress has committed to providing full funding
for Tribal Grant Support Costs.

Request. We would like to express our appreciation for this bipartisan commit-
ment to fully fund Tribal Grant Support Costs and express support for its continu-
ation for fiscal year 2020.

Early Childhood or “FACE” Program. The Early Childhood and Family Develop-
ment budget category commonly referred to as the “FACE” program is designed to
(1) strengthen family-school-community relations, (2) increase parent participation
in education, and (3) support parents in their role as a child’s first and most impor-
tant teacher. Many of DGSA’s Member schools run successful FACE programs so
we ask the subcommittees to once again reject any administration proposals to zero
out this program.
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Impact. The FACE program teaches essential skills to children that help make
them kindergarten-ready, such as direction on how to hold a pencil, color, and write
their name. There is a marked academic difference in outcomes for those children
who have access to a FACE-funded program and those who do not. Further, these
programs strengthen families and communities and help increase parent engage-
ment. For example, parents who attend the FACE program are able to attain their
GED and then go on to community college or training programs. Parents are also
taught how to academically engage with their children, leaning study skills and the
importance of education. Families are another critical factor in whether children
succeed academically.

Request. We respectfully ask that the subcommittees continue to reject any ad-
ministration proposal to zero out this vital program and continue to provide ade-
quate funding to support the FACE program for fiscal year 2020.

Facilities Operations and Maintenance. Facilities Operations funding is for the on-
going operational necessities such as electricity, heating fuels, custodial services,
communications, refuse collection and water and sewer service. Facilities Mainte-
nance funds are intended to provide for the preventative, routine, and unscheduled
maintenance for all school buildings, equipment, utility systems, and ground struc-
tures. We appreciate that these budget categories have seen some increases in re-
cent years. While the recent increases for these two budget categories are important
improvements; we note that the fiscal year 2017 budget justification states that the
$66.2 million requested for Facilities Operations and the $59 million requested for
Facilities Maintenance would fund 78 percent of calculated Facilities Operations and
Maintenance need across BIE-funded schools. Neither the fiscal year 2018 budget
justification nor the fiscal year 2019 budget justification bothered to provide an esti-
mate for what full funding would be. We also note that Facilities Operations and
Facilities Maintenance are some of the last budget categories for primary and sec-
ondary schools that are still funded on a fiscal year schedule, rather than a forward
funded (school year) basis. Continuing Resolutions and government shut-downs can
wreak havoc when trying to carry out these activities.

Backlog. The Department of the Interior’s fiscal year 2019 budget justification
projected that by the end of fiscal year 2018, “68 percent of school facilities will be
in good or fair condition.” This projection still leaves 32 percent of school facilities
for Indian students in “poor” condition. We also note that the fiscal year 2019 budg-
et justification states that as of the first quarter of fiscal year 2018, there were
“$634 million dollars of deferred maintenance across BIE-school facilities and
grounds.” Accordingly, many BIE-funded schools are being written up for health and
safety violations but have no money to make the needed changes. Schools are also
being threatened with fines or being shut down. If schools do not have the needed
facilities funds, they are forced to use education funds. Part of the maintenance
problem will be resolved by replacing aging, deteriorated schools, but Federal re-
sources for maintenance are needed to preserve that investment and to ensure our
schools’ facilities remain fully functional learning environments throughout the
length of their design life.

Proposed Public Lands Infrastructure Fund or Other Related Funding Legislation.
We sincerely appreciated that BIE-funded schools were included among the national
parks and national wildlife refuges as eligible for repairs and improvements funding
in the 2019 legislative proposal to establish the Public Lands Infrastructure Fund.
However, it is uncertain whether the Public Lands Infrastructure Fund will be pro-
posed in the current legislative session and whether there would be sufficient con-
gressional support for the Public Lands Infrastructure Fund to move forward. Alter-
natively, we are highly supportive of BIE-funded schools being included as eligible
recipients for repairs and improvements funding in any Public Works, Public Infra-
structure, or other related legislation proposed during the current congressional ses-
sion.

Impact. There are numerous studies which attest to the fact that there is a close
correlation between poor or inadequate facility conditions and poor student and staff
performance. Because we cannot delay paying our utilities or avoid taking actions
that would impact student safety, we often have to resort to using our other edu-
cation or academic program monies-just like what happened when Tribal Grant
Support Costs were not fully funded.

Request. We respectfully ask that the subcommittee provide full, consistent fund-
ing for Facilities Operations and Facilities Maintenance and transition these two
budget categories to a forward funded (school year) budget cycle, just like the other
core education accounts. In addition, we request that BIE-funded schools be in-
cluded as eligible recipients of repairs and improvements funding in any Public
Works, Public Infrastructure, or other related legislation in order to address the
$634 million maintenance backlog to BIE-school facilities and grounds.
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Education Construction and Repair. This funding category within the BIA Con-
struction budget includes Replacement School Construction; Facilities Component
Replacement; Facilities Improvement and Repair; and Employee Housing Repair. Ac-
cording to the Department of the Interior, the current backlog of construction
projects is estimated to be as high as $1.3 billion. The BIE has stated that its “next-
step” is to “develop a long-term school construction funding plan that will address
the needs of all BIE funded schools determined to be in poor condition.” We were
encouraged by the important increases that the subcommittees provided for Edu-
cation Construction in fiscal year 2016 and then maintained in fiscal year 2017, and
followed by more significant increases in fiscal year 2018 and fiscal year 2019 for
which we are very grateful. Two DGSA Member schools are on the National Review
Committee’s 2016 Replacement List: Dzilth-Na-O-Dith-Hle Community Grant School
is in the design phase and has issued an RFP for schematic designs while
Lukachukai Community School completed the planning phase and is waiting for de-
sign phase funds. Given the state of school facilities across the BIE system, we ask
that the subcommittees continue to appropriate the kind of funding levels for Re-
placement School Construction and Facilities Component Replacement which will
make a meaningful impact on the school replacement lists.

Impact. Facilities within the BIE system are woefully outdated and, in some
cases, dangerous for students and staff. Each year that the Facilities Improvement
and Repair budget is underfunded, our facilities deteriorate more quickly. The lack
of an appropriate learning environment in many BIE system schools puts Native
students at an unfair disadvantage. In turn, the schools are then blamed for any
low academic performance.

Request. We respectfully request that Congress and the administration consult
with Tribes and Tribal school boards when developing this long-term school replace-
ment and repair plan. Further, we ask that once developed, Congress implement
this plan by providing consistent funding for Education Construction and Repair
each fiscal year.

Road Maintenance. The subcommittees have highlighted the poor conditions and
backlog of deferred maintenance of unpaved roads and bridges in Indian Country
that are used by school buses to transport students. We would like to thank the sub-
committees for attempting to hold the BIA accountable and for providing additional
funding directed to these routes.

Request. We respectfully request that the subcommittees increase funding directed
to these school bus routes for fiscal year 2020 and continue your efforts to hold the
BIA accountable. As of this writing, we are not sure how or where these funds have
been allocated.

[This statement was submitted by Marlene Watashe, President.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. ADAM SCHULTZ
AGENCY: UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

1. Account: Energy, Minerals, and Environmental Health
Program [Activity: Energy and Minerals/Mineral Resources/Magnetotelluric
Survey
Fiscal Year 2020 President’s Budget Request: $1,726,000
My Suggested Request: $1,726,000

2. Account: Natural Hazards
Program [ Activity: Geomagnetism
Fiscal Year 2020 President’s Budget Request: $1,888,000
My Suggested Request: $4,000,000

Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:

The effects of space weather—charged particles emitted by the Sun—are felt at
ground level, including disturbances in the geomagnetic field that cause anomalous
geomagnetically induced electric currents (GICs) to flow through high-voltage elec-
tric power transmission lines, pipelines and other critical infrastructure. Such natu-
rally occurring electromagnetic pulse (EMP) events, along with those generated by
high altitude detonation of nuclear devices (HEMP) pose a critical threat to the U.S.
economy, national security and the health and safety of the American people. Cas-
cading failures of the most vulnerable of approximately 2200 high-voltage trans-
formers underpinning the U.S. power transmission network can lead to large-scale,
sustained power grid interruptions, profound economic, national security and soci-
etal impacts. Other risk factors include power grid voltage/frequency instabilities,
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power interruptions, and premature ageing of critical infrastructure. This is recog-
nized as a significant threat to our way of life, and efforts to assess and mitigate
this high risk level have been encapsulated in the National Space Weather Action
Plan and Strategy [NSTC, 2015; update 2019], Executive Order 13744 [Obama,
2016], Executive Order 13865 [Trump, 2019], FERC Orders 779, 851, NERC (North
American Electrical Reliability Corporation) electric Transmission system standards
TPL 007-1,2,3]. Among the enforceable standards, power transmission risk assess-
ments must factor in the variations of the electrical conductivity of the geologic
structures and materials beneath ground level, and power transmission system sen-
sor and ground-level magnetic field sensor data must be acquired.

During the period 2006-2018 I served as the Principal Scientist responsible under
National Science Foundation EarthScope Program support to execute a program of
mapping the electrical conductivity variations in the crust and upper mantle be-
neath the conterminous U.S. and parts of the interior of Alaska in a region imme-
diately north of Fairbanks. We employed a geophysical method (magnetotelluric
method, or MT) that involves monitoring the natural changes in the electric and
magnetic field measured at ground level at a grid of survey locations that returns
information we can use to image the Earth’s interior in a manner analogous to MRI
or CT scanning in medical diagnostics. By mapping the changes in electrical conduc-
tivity below ground level, we can provide information on fundamental Earth proc-
esses, but we also provide information on ground conductivity that is essential to
assessing and mitigating the risk of geomagnetically induced currents (GICs) in the
power grid, in pipelines, and in other structures caused by space weather and by
high-altitude electromagnetic pulse.

Figure 1. Locations at which measurements of the Earth’s electric and magnetic
field variations were recorded under the NSF EarthScope Program. Long-period MT
station occupation time is typically ~3—-6 weeks. MT equipment is then relocated to
next available grid point in rolling array. Blue dots on almost regularly-spaced sta-
tion location grid represent 1167 MT sites operated by Oregon State University
(OSU) under NSF funding, under the direct oversight of Incorporated Research In-
stitutions for Seismology (IRIS). Yellow dots represent 44 MT sites operated by
USGS sites in part of FL; TN, AR, MO (not shown) and included in the open access
EarthScope data base. Cyan dots represent MT sites acquired under other pro-
grams. Red dots represent 54 MT sites OSU is current acquiring in California under
NASA funding. Yellow dots represent the permanent USGS and Natural Resources
Canada magnetic observatories. Note: The USGS magnetic observatories in Fresno,
California, Bay St. Louis, Mississippi, and Shumagin, Alaska become unmaintained
as of April 22, 2019 as a consequence of USAF support for co-funding the USGS
Geomagnetism Program ending.



104

Executive Order 13865 (March 26, 2019) directs that: “Within 4 years of the date
of this order, the Secretary of the Interior shall complete a magnetotelluric survey
of the contiguous United States to help critical infrastructure owners and operators
conduct EMP vulnerability assessments.”

The $1.725 million in the OMB fiscal year 2020 budget request for DOI/USGS,
for the first year of a 4 year magnetotelluric survey called for in Executive Order
13865, is of critical importance to providing continuity of operations to the MT sur-
vey, which was executed by Oregon State University during the 15 years of the NSF
EarthScope Program (now ended), completing it over approximately 2/3rd of the ter-
ritory of the conterminous U.S. (Figure 1 above). In the course of executing that pro-
gram of basic scientific research, it was discovered that the data returned was of
great importance to assessing and mitigating the risk to the electric power grid and
other critical infrastructure from the effects of Space Weather and Electromagnetic
Pulse (EMP). The data returned from this effort has been adopted widely in efforts
to assess and mitigate risk to the power grid from these threats. The fiscal year
2020 budget line initiates a 4-year program overseen by USGS to complete MT sur-
vey operations in the remaining “southern tier” of the United States.

While Executive Order 13865 specifies the completion of the survey in the contig-
uous U.S,, this activity also lays the foundation in subsequent fiscal years for ex-
tending the MT survey to all regions of Alaska where assessing and mitigating
space weather and EMP risk to the Alaska power transmission and pipeline net-
works is a priority.

Suggested Language Request: The committee recognizes risks to the Nation’s elec-
tric power transmission network, pipelines, and other critical infrastructure from
geomagnetic field disturbances. The Committee provides $1,726,000 to collect
magnetotelluric observations of the Earth’s naturally occurring electric and mag-
netic fields in U.S. regions for which this data has not already been collected to in-
form the conductivity structure of the crust and uppermost mantle of the
conterminous United States.

The second request:

I ask for your support to increase the U.S. Geological Survey Natural Hazards
line request for Geomagnetism from $1.888 million to $4.0 million.

Executive Order 13865 (March 26, 2019) also directs the Secretary of the Interior
to “support the research, development, deployment, and operation of capabilities
that enhance understanding of variations of Earth’s magnetic field associated with
[natural and human-made electromagnetic pulses] EMPs”, but OMB proposes to
withhold Geomagnetism program resources essential to do that.

The geomagnetism program operates the Nation’s network of permanent magnetic
observatories, which provide a continuous, high-quality stream of data on the geo-
magnetic field at ground level from a small set of stations within the conterminous
U.S., as well as in Alaska, Hawaii and a small number of island stations. These
data have proven essential to assessing and mitigating risk to the electric power
grid and other critical infrastructure from the effects of Space Weather. These data
are used in combination with the magnetotelluric survey data, and with sensors on
the power grid to determine the level of geomagnetic disturbance due to solar activ-
ity. The intensity of geomagnetically induced currents in the power grid, pipelines
and other structures is determined by the intensity of geomagnetic disturbance as
it varies in time and space, and by its interaction with the electrical properties of
the Earth’s crust and mantle beneath the electric power transmission grid.

The current set of only 7 USGS magnetic observatories in the conterminous U.S.
is insufficient to accurately represent the true level of geomagnetic disturbance in
every section of the conterminous U.S. electric power transmission grid, its pipeline
networks, and in other critical infrastructure. The 5 USGS magnetic observatories
in Alaska serve a similar role in an area of great magnetic field variation and inten-
sity related to the auroral zone. The spatial scale of those variations throughout the
U.S. is smaller than the distance between the magnetic observatories. It is nec-
essary to double the number of permanent magnetic observatories in the
conterminous U.S. in order to provide the required fidelity of data to assess and
mitigate risk to critical infrastructure. It is necessary at a minimum to preserve the
number of magnetic observatories in Alaska.

While $1.888 million in the requested appropriation matches last year’s, this does
not reflect a 25 percent cut in this program because the U.S. Air Force ended its
contributions to this program in 2019. The impact on this decision to the USGS
Geomagnetism Program is profound. Three permanent magnetic observatories are
now slated to lose support by fiscal year 2020: Magnetic observatories in Fresno,
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California; Bay St Louis, Mississippi, and Shumagin, Alaska. Reduction of the net-

work of observatories will very badly impact our ability to assess and mitigate risk

‘X)l crli{tical infrastructure from space weather both in the conterminous U.S. and in
aska.

By increasing this line to $4.0 million, the three observatories at risk will be se-
cured, and the number of observatories in the U.S. can be roughly doubled over a
few years while catching up on deferred maintenance, providing important data to
achieve space weather resilience goals.

Subcommittee: Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies
Department: Interior

Agency: United States Geological Survey

Account: Natural Hazards

Program [ Activity: Geomagnetism

Fiscal Year 2020 President’s Budget Request: $1,888,000
My Suggested Request: $4,000,000

Suggested Language Request: The committee recognizes risks to the Nation’s elec-
tric power transmission network, pipelines, and other critical infrastructure from
geomagnetic field disturbances. The Committee provides $4,000,000 to collect con-
tinuous, stable magnetic field observations in the conterminous U.S.; to support the
existing network of such observatories currently operated by the U.S. Geological
Survey, and to increase the number of such observatories in the United States.

Respectfully submitted,

s

Dr. Adam Schultz
(Professor of Geophysics, Oregon State University)
Adam.Schultz@oregonstate.edu

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE DUCKWATER SHOSHONE TRIBE

The Duckwater Shoshone Tribe’s requests for the fiscal year 2020 Indian Health
Service (IHS) and Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) appropriations are as follows:

—Assist the Tribe with our reservation expansion plans and self-governance
project;

—Increase funding for Community and Economic Development in the BIA budget
for development of renewable energy, conventional energy, and mineral re-
sources;

—Increase BIA funding for road maintenance;

—Increase funding to the ITHS Hospitals and Clinics line item, and direct the THS
to direct additional funding to pharmacy programs and physician services;

—Fund ITHS in advance in parity with the Veterans Administration;

—Permanently reauthorize the Special Diabetes Program for Indians;

—Continue to fully fund Contract Support Costs for the IHS and BIA; and

—Increase funding for Welfare Assistance in the BIA budget.

Background

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony. The Duckwater Shoshone
Tribe is a federally recognized Indian Tribe located in a remote, high desert valley
in the State of Nevada, in the very northern tip of Nye County. The Tribe is gov-
erned by a democratically elected, five-member tribal council and is primarily an ag-
ricultural community. We offer a range of services to our tribal members, including
healthcare and natural resources and environmental health programs. The Tribe op-
erates a tribal health clinic under a self-governance agreement with the Indian
Health Service under Title V of the Indian Self-Determination and Education As-
sistance Act.

Reservation Expansion and Self Governance

Our reservation has recently been expanded by thirty thousand acres. In order
to proceed with this project, we have requested the Bureau of Land Management,
whose funding falls under the jurisdiction of this Committee, to complete a survey
of the land. Despite repeated requests, the Bureau has not completed the survey.
Further, for several years, the Tribe has been seeking a self-governance contract
with BLM, and the agency has simply refused to respond to our requests for meet-
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ings to begin negotiations for our Tribe to assume various BLM duties. We ask for
any support in ensuring that BLM promptly responds to requests for engagement
on this issue. The DST has submitted a self-governance compact funding proposal
to the BLM.

Development of Renewable Energy, Conventional Energy, and Mineral Resources

We ask that this subcommittee increase funding for the “Community and Eco-
nomic Development” activity in the BIA budget, particularly the “Job Placement and
Training” sub activity, which funds technical and vocational training, and the “Min-
erals and Mining” sub activity, which promotes and provides technical assistance for
the development of renewable energy, conventional energy, and mineral resources.
As a rural Tribe, our members have less access to both employment and job creation
opportunities than other citizens. We also struggle with high energy prices. These
conditions are two factors hampering our ability to thrive as a community and we
have been exploring a number of options to alleviate them. We have determined
that we have viable wind and solar energy resources that can be developed to pro-
vide our Tribe with greater energy certainty, lower energy prices, and economic op-
portunities for our tribal members. If we in Indian Country are to build a strong
economic future for our communities, we must pursue an “all of the above” energy
strategy which for us, includes wind and solar.

Road Maintenance

The Tribe requests that Congress substantially increase the critically low funding
for BIA road maintenance in fiscal year 2020. The fiscal year 2019 funding of $35.8
million doesn’t begin to cover the costs of deferred road maintenance. The Tribe re-
lies on miles of unpaved and unsafe roads to reach the distant communities where
Tribe members work, attend school, and visit family. Due to the Tribe’s remote loca-
tion, this is an urgent issue because the limited access to and from our reservation
caused by the unmaintained and unpaved dirt road hampers our economic develop-
ment and the ability of our members to access essential services, employment, edu-
cation, and to visit family living off the reservation. As you know, the roads in In-
dian Country are some of the most dangerous and poorly funded roads in the Na-
tion. We consider road maintenance funding to be a matter of public safety and we
respectfully ask the subcommittee to increase appropriations for this critical budget
sub-activity. Further, the Tribe would like to pave the 21 miles of unpaved, dirt
road between our reservations in Duckwater, Nevada to the town of Eureka, Nevada
in order to make it safe. While we understand that road improvement falls outside
of the purview of this subcommittee, we would appreciate your support in increased
Department of Transportation funds for such projects.

Increased IHS Funding For Pharmacy and Physician Services

The funding the Tribe receives through its Hospitals and Clinics funding is simply
insufficient to serve the needs of the Tribe’s pharmacy patients. The Tribe’s phar-
macy is currently not operating due to budget constraints, and the Tribe is forced
to refer patients to pharmacies in nearby towns. The Tribe previously used its buy
back authority to procure pharmacy services from the IHS through McKesson, but
that proved prohibitively expensive.

Similarly, the Tribe has a similar concern about the funding made available
through the IHS that the Tribe can then allocate to procuring physician services.
The Tribe has been experiencing great difficulty over the past several fiscal periods
in recruiting and retaining physicians for carrying out its primary healthcare pro-
grams.

There is just not enough funding for the Tribe to provide necessary services and
still have adequate funding for pharmaceuticals and to pay physicians to locate to
our remote area. Further, our costs required to provide adequate care to our mem-
bers have risen by $800,000 that is not covered by our IHS funding agreement, and
the Tribe also spends approximately $250,000 per year to provide healthcare serv-
ices to members living off the reservation. We ask for the subcommittees’ support
for increasing the IHS appropriation for Hospitals and Clinics funding, and to direct
the THS to allocate additional funding toward pharmacy and physician services.

Advance Appropriations for [HS

We appreciate the increased interest some members of Congress have shown for
providing advance appropriations for IHS and Indian Affairs programs. Thank you
to Interior Appropriations Ranking Member Udall, Representative Don Young, and
House Interior Appropriations Chair McCollum for introducing, and Rep. David
Joyce for co-sponsoring legislation to provide advance appropriations for IHS and
programs in the BIA and BIE. With regard to the IHS programs, they should have
parity with the Veterans Administration health accounts, which Congress had fund-
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ed in advance since fiscal year 2010. Both IHS and the VA provide direct medical
care, but they are not treated equally in the funding process. Predictability, con-
tinuity, and certainty are essential for providing stable quality healthcare. When
THS funding is subject to a Continuing Resolution, as it has been over many years,
tribal healthcare providers receive only a portion of annual funding at a time, mak-
ing it particularly difficult to implement long-range planning and to effectively use
and leverage limited resources. Having advance notice of funding levels would great-
ly aid the Tribe in program planning, recruitment and retention of essential
healthcare professionals in the same way that the VA is able to conduct such ad-
vance planning. The THS budget should be afforded the same status consideration
as VA health programs. Further, IHS appropriations should, like VA funds, be ex-
empt from sequestration, should that occur again in the future.

Special Diabetes Program for Indians (SDPI)

The Tribe, like others throughout Indian Country, continue to support permanent
reauthorization and increased funding for the SDPI, which provides crucial support
for diabetes prevention and treatment programs. While an SDPI reauthorization bill
is not under purview of this subcommittee, the SDPI and the programs carried out
with SDPI funding affect the scope and range of our healthcare efforts and our THS
programs, which this subcommittee funds. The Tribe would greatly appreciate any
help the Interior Appropriations Subcommittee members can provide with your col-
leagues on this matter. A permanent reauthorization with mandatory annual fund-
ing of $200 million would provide stability for our diabetes programs in terms of
planning and recruiting and retaining personnel.

Continue Full Funding of Contract Support Costs

The Tribe appreciates the subcommittees’ leadership and commitment to fully
funding CSC for IHS and BIA ISDEAA agreements. We appreciate the full funding
of CSC over the past few fiscal years, that the funding is indefinite (“such sums as
may be necessary”, and that the funding is in separate accounts in the IHS and BIA
budgets. We request that the subcommittees continue to fully fund CSC. Such action
is crucial to strengthening the ability of tribal governments’ to successfully exercise
their rights and responsibilities as sovereign nations.

Adult Welfare Assistance

Our tribal members, like other residents of Indian Country and non-tribal rural
populations, experience higher than average rates of unemployment than urban
populations. As a Tribe, we are working hard to help create opportunities for our
Members both in terms of job placement and job creation. Unfortunately, there are
some circumstance when welfare assistance is temporarily needed for some tribal
members. The “Welfare Assistance” sub-activity funded under the “Human Services”
activity in the BIA budget provides these critical resources for our people. We, like
the BIA and Congress, believe that welfare assistance should be a temporary safety
net and ultimately, a bridge to better circumstances and opportunities, but we be-
lieve that it must exist. We ask the subcommittees to increase funding for Welfare
Assistance to strengthen and stabilize families so that they are able to pursue job
opportunities and ultimately become self-sufficient.

Conclusion

The Duckwater Shoshone Tribe appreciates your consideration of our requests
outlined in this testimony. On behalf of the Tribe, I would be happy to provide any
other additional information as requested by the subcommittee.

[This statement was submitted by Rodney Mike, Tribal Chairman.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ECOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA

The Ecological Society of America (ESA) appreciates the opportunity to provide
testimony in support of fiscal year 2020 appropriations for the interagency Joint
Fire Science Program. ESA is the Nation’s largest society of professional ecologists,
representing over 9,000 members across the country. ESA requests full funding in
fiscal year 2020 of $16 million for the interagency Joint Fire Science Program
(JFSP): $8 million in funding for the USDA Forest Service JFSP program and $8
million for the Department of Interior JFSP program to ensure active participation
from both agencies in prioritizing investment in fire research and decision support.
Recent years’ funding for the JFSP has eroded a program with proven great success
in supporting practical science that reduces fire risk and enhances economic, ecologi-
cal, and social outcomes nationwide.
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As you know, the frequency, severity, and size of fires have increased substan-
tially in the continental U.S. since the 1980s, and this trend is projected to continue
and intensify in the future. The risk to communities, the cost of property loss, and
the expense to cover the damage brought by these fires will consequently also grow.
Scientific research is critical to understanding and properly responding to these
wildfires in the most productive and cost effective manner possible.

The JFSP was created by Congress in 1998 as an interagency research, develop-
ment, and applications partnership between the U.S. Department of the Interior
and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The program solicits proposals from sci-
entists who compete for funding through a rigorous peer-review process to ensure
the highest quality projects are funded. Over 90 colleges and universities across the
United States have collaborated or partnered with JFSP-sponsored research
projects. The JFSP also runs a model program in science communication, with very
effective efforts to put science in the hands of managers and policymakers.

No other Federal program except the JFSP provides the integration of science and
management needed to face the challenges that lie ahead-we will be living in a
world with more fire. Research in fire science is crucial to anticipating how eco-
systems and landscapes may change in the future, how fire should be managed in
both wildlands and developed areas, and where mitigation or adaptation strategies
are most appropriate. Reductions in support for JFSP are inconsistent with high-
priority national research needs.

We appreciate that the House and Senate Interior and Environment Appropria-
tions Committees have made funding for policy-relevant wildfire science among your
highest priorities. We hope you will continue to recognize the critical role the JFSP
plays in these efforts and fund fully fund the program in fiscal year 2020 for $16
million: $8 million in funding for the USDA Forest Service JFSP program and $8
million for the Department of Interior JFSP program.

[This statement was submitted by Catherine O’Riordan, Executive Director.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ECOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA

The Ecological Society of America (ESA) appreciates the opportunity to provide
testimony in support of fiscal year 2020 appropriations for the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. ESA is the Nation’s largest society of professional ecologists, rep-
resenting over 9,000 members across the country and would like to make two impor-
tant recommendations. First, we strongly encourage and recommend that Congress
reach a bipartisan agreement to raise the budget caps for non-defense discretionary
spending. Additionally, we urge you to support robust funding for the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) for fiscal year 2020, specifically at least $746 mil-
lion for Science and Technology within EPA.

We appreciate your past support for the EPA and your preservation of the agen-
cy’s budget for fiscal year 2019. We urge you to once again reject cuts to EPA pro-
grams and research as you proceed with fiscal year 2020 appropriations.

The EPA is vital to protecting both the environment and human health, and the
agency’s Science and Technology programs are critically important to its ability to
successfully address environmental problems. Without adequate funding, the EPA
cannot fulfill its core mission and responsibilities. Strong investments in the EPA
are thus essential to ensuring the health of our Nation’s citizens and environment.

EPA SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS REDUCE ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS FACING
AMERICANS

Since its formation in 1970, the EPA has reduced environmental risk to Ameri-
cans, enforced laws safeguarding human health and the environment, and helped
the Nation serve as a leader in protecting the environment.

Science and Technology funding supports programs and research that contribute
to clean air, clean water, sustainable communities, homeland security, and human
health. Through the Office of Research and Development (ORD), the EPA conducts
cutting-edge research programs, including important ecological research and moni-
toring, that provide the scientific foundation for the agency’s decisionmaking and
other programs. These research and monitoring programs also provide essential
data and information on which State and local governments depend, with environ-
mental monitoring data collected and maintained by the EPA helping to ensure
healthy communities across the country. EPA research projects focus on issues of
national significance and help to solve complex environmental problems—often with
public health implications—with new scientific understanding and technologies.
From detecting and addressing harmful algal blooms to helping communities reha-
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bilitate contaminated sites, EPA research funded by Science and Technology appro-
priations delivers solution-oriented results with broad and lasting impacts.

PROPOSED CUTS WOULD HAVE CONSEQUENCES FOR HUMAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH

ESA is very concerned with the administration’s proposed cuts to the EPA in fis-
cal year 2020. The President’s budget proposal requests only $6.1 billion for the
agency, an estimated reduction of 31 percent from enacted fiscal year 2019 funding
of $8.1 billion. The proposed reductions, reflective of those suggested in the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2019 budget, would have far-reaching and damaging effects on
public and environmental health and economic growth that depends on healthy com-
munities.

The administration’s budget also proposes to reduce funding for EPA Science and
Technology considerably to only $463 million, a 35 percent cut from fiscal year 2019
funding. Sound science is the foundation of everything the agency does. EPA re-
search programs support clean air, healthy neighborhoods, safer chemicals, and
clean water, and it helps develop solutions to environmental problems. EPA science
meets the highest standards for peer review, transparency, ethics, and integrity,
and it is essential to maintain strong support for science and research at the EPA.
Cuts, particularly cuts of the magnitude proposed in the President’s budget, would
dangerously hinder the EPA’s ability to fulfill its mission and responsibility to the
{Xmelrican people and would have serious impacts on the local, State, and national
evels.

STRONG INVESTMENTS IN THE EPA PROTECT OUR CITIZENS AND OUR ECOSYSTEMS

The EPA is an essential agency that plays a key role in addressing ecological
problems and other environmental issues that affect public health. We appreciate
your past support for this critical agency, and we urge you, in the interest of ensur-
ing the health of our Nation’s citizens and ecosystems, to continue this support and
provide robust funding for the EPA in fiscal year 2020, in particular $746 million
for EPA Science and Technology.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

[This statement was submitted by Catherine O’Riordan, Executive Director.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ENTOMOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA

The Entomological Society of America (ESA) respectfully submits this statement
for the official record in support of funding for entomology-related activities at the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Forest Service, and the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI). For fiscal year
2020, ESA recommends $8.267 billion for EPA, including support for Pesticides Li-
censing Program Area activities within its Science & Technology and Environmental
Program & Management budgets, and continued support for State & Tribal Assist-
ance Grants for Pesticide Program Implementation. ESA strongly supports EPA’s
commitment to work with other Federal agencies to monitor and improve pollinator
health, including involvement by EPA to examine the potential impact of pesticides
on pollinator health. In addition, ESA requests the Forest Service be funded at least
at the fiscal year 2019 enacted level of $6.087 billion in discretionary funds. Within
the Forest Service, ESA requests the Forest and Rangeland Research budget be sup-
ported at the fiscal year 2019 enacted level of $300 million to preserve valuable
invasive species research and development. The Society also supports continued in-
vestment in Forest Health Management programs across the Forest Service in fiscal
year 2020. ESA also recommends that DOI continue to support the important work
of the National Invasive Species Council (NISC), which coordinates efforts across
agencies to respond to the threats posed by invasive species, to be funded at no less
than the fiscal year 2018 level of $1.202 million.

Advances in forestry and environmental sciences, including the field of ento-
mology, help to protect our ecosystems and communities from threats impacting our
Nation’s economy, public health, and agricultural productivity and safety. Through
improved understanding of invasive insect pests and the development of biological
approaches to pest management, entomology plays a critical role in reducing and
preventing the spread of infestation and diseases harmful to national forests and
grasslands. The study of entomology also contributes to the development of Inte-
grated Pest Management (IPM) techniques, which use science-based, environ-
mentally conscious, comprehensive methods to take effective management action
against pests, often resulting in lower costs and a more targeted use of pesticides.
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In addition, entomology improves our knowledge of pollinators and the factors af-
fecting pollinator health and populations, helping to ensure safe, reliable crop pro-
duction that meets the needs of a growing world population.

EPA carries out its mission of protecting human health and the environment by
developing and enforcing regulations, awarding grants for research and other
projects, conducting studies on environmental issues, facilitating partnerships, and
providing information through public outreach. Through these efforts, EPA strives
to ensure that our Nation enjoys clean water, clean air, a safe food supply, and com-
munities free from pollution and harmful exposures to chemicals.

EPA’s Pesticides Licensing Program Area, supported by EPA’s Science & Tech-
nology and Environmental Program & Management budgets, serves to evaluate and
regulate new pesticides to ensure safe and proper usage by consumers. Through the
mandate of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), EPA
uses scientific expertise and data, including knowledge gained from entomological
sciences, to set maximum tolerated residue levels and to register pesticide products
as effective and safe. By controlling insects that act as vectors of diseases of humans
and domesticated animals, and invasive insect species that endanger our environ-
mentl, pesticides registered by EPA help protect public health and the Nation’s food
supply.

EPA’s activities in this area also include the development of educational informa-
tion and outreach to encourage the use of IPM, a scientific approach to reducing
pest populations by incorporating a variety of techniques, and other reduced-risk
methods of managing pests. The funding that EPA allocates towards IPM in schools
is important to lower the risks of students to pest management tactics and the pests
that are harmful to their health or development. Schools can be vulnerable to pest
problems because of their size, design and maintenance of green space. The inte-
grated approach to pest problems focuses on prevention, which is advantageous be-
cause it reduces the probability of infestation, and is economical, sometimes saving
school districts thousands of dollars per year. However, little is known about the
current status of many schools and the degree to which they implement IPM prac-
tices. Results from a 2014 survey published last year in the Journal of School
Health found that about 55 percent of schools in the US conducted IPM practices.!
The largest schools were the most likely to have robust programs, where they noti-
fied staff, students and families before applications. However, despite the resources
and guides from the EPA about IPM in schools, there is a need for funding to better
ensure a wider adoption and reporting of these practices. Therefore, ESA supports
continuing the activities in the Pesticides Licensing Program Area as well as the
modest funding that EPA has invested in school IPM.

Among EPA’s State & Tribal Assistance Grants, categorical grants in the area of
Pesticides Program Implementation help to facilitate the translation of national pes-
ticide regulatory information into real-world approaches that work for local commu-
nities. For example, these grants fund efforts to reduce health and environmental
risks associated with pesticide use by promoting, facilitating, and evaluating IPM
techniques and other potentially safer alternatives to conventional pest control
methods. ESA requests that the subcommittee support a modest increase for Pes-
ticides Program Implementation grants in fiscal year 2020.

ESA is in favor of increased funding for scientifically based studies of pollinator
populations and health. Pollinators play a vital role in our Nation’s agriculture in-
dustry; for example, honey bees alone pollinate more than 90 crops in the U.S. and
are essential for the production of an estimated one-third of all the food we eat or
export, contributing over $17 billion in annual crop and seed production in the U.S.
alone. To ensure a healthy bee population, more research is needed to fully under-
stand the diverse factors that endanger bee health. Pesticides represent just one po-
tential risk to bees, but both the risks and benefits must be balanced, and those
risks and benefits will vary among different crops and different crop-producing re-
gions of the US. EPA is well-positioned to help identify methods for protecting bee
health; the agency has previously awarded agricultural grants to three universities
to aid in the development of IPM practices that lower pesticide risks to bees while
protecting valuable crops from pests. For this reason, ESA supports EPA’s participa-
tion in multi-agency efforts to investigate pollinator health and implementing plans
to prevent pollinator population decline.

The U.S. Forest Service sustains the health, diversity, and productivity of 193
million acres of public lands in national forests and grasslands across 44 States and
territories. Serving as the largest supporter of forestry research in the world, the

1Everett Jones, S., & Glick, S. (2018). School Factors Associated with the Implementation of
Integrated Pest Management-Related Policies and Practices. Journal of School Health, 88(9),
669-675.
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agency employs approximately 30,000 scientists, administrators, and land man-
agers. In addition to activities at the Federal level, the Forest Service provides tech-
nical expertise and financial assistance to State and private forestry agency part-
ners.

The Forest Service’s Forest and Rangeland Research budget supports the develop-
ment and delivery of scientific data and innovative technological tools to improve
the health, use, and management of the Nation’s forests and rangelands. Within
Forest and Rangeland Research, the Invasive Species Strategic Program Area pro-
vides scientifically based approaches to reduce and prevent the introduction, spread,
and impact of non-native invasive species, including destructive insects, plants, and
diseases that can have serious economic and environmental consequences for our
Nation. For example, Forest Service scientists are working to prevent the devasta-
tion of ash trees across North America by the emerald ash borer, an invasive beetle
that was accidentally introduced from Asia. Emerald ash borer was first detected
in 2002 and, since then, has killed millions of ash trees. This biological invasion
threatens to eliminate all ash trees from North America and is the costliest invasion
from a forest insect to date. Emerald ash borer is just one on the exponentially
growing list of invasive insects and diseases that harm our Nation’s forests and our
Nation’s economy. Forest health is also affected by invasive weeds, and those weeds
are often best controlled by beneficial insects used as biological control agents, re-
sulting in permanent and often spectacular control. ESA respectfully requests that
Forest and Rangeland Research be fully funded at $297 million for fiscal year 2020.

Also under the purview of the Forest Service is the Forest Health Management
program, which conducts mapping and surveys on public and private lands to mon-
itor and assess risks from potentially harmful insects, diseases, and invasive plants.
The program also provides assistance to State and local partners to help prevent
and control outbreaks that threaten forest health. According to a 2011 study,
invasive forest insects cost local governments alone an average of over $2 billion per
year; direct costs to homeowners from property loss, tree removal, and treatment
averages $1.5 billion per year.2 Initiatives within the Forest Health Management
program can help control these costly pests. The program’s “Slow the Spread” activi-
ties, for example, have led to a 60 percent reduction in the rate of the spread of
the gypsy moth, another invasive species, resulting in an estimated benefit-to-cost
ratio of 3:1. Without the program, it is estimated that 50 million additional acres
would have been infested by the moth.3 To support these important functions, ESA
requests that the subcommittee oppose any proposed cuts to Forest Health Manage-
ment program in fiscal year 2020.

Spotted lanternfly is an invasive insect pest from Asia that was first reported in
the United States in 2014. It has become established (meaning it has been identified
in all stages of its life cycle) in Pennsylvania, Virginia, New Jersey, and, most re-
cently, Delaware. Its ability to disperse over broad geographic areas presents a par-
ticularly challenging problem to growers and homeowners, as does its unusually
broad host range, as it has been recorded feeding on more than 70 plants, including
commercial crops such as hops, grapes, apples, and cherries. In addition to damage
caused directly by feeding, the spotted lanternfly inflicts indirect damage via coating
plants and other surfaces in “honeydew” (urine), which encourages the growth of
mold and fungi. Preliminary studies indicate that it is a serious threat to agri-
culture and forest ecosystem health in the U.S., poised to destroy an estimated $18
billion worth of crops in Pennsylvania alone. Studies like this demonstrate the need
for continued and robust support for the interagency coordination advanced by the
National Invasive Species Council (NISC). As such, ESA requests that NISC be
funded at no less than the fiscal year 2018 level.

ESA, headquartered in Annapolis, Maryland, is the largest organization in the
world serving the professional and scientific needs of entomologists and individuals
in related disciplines. Founded in 1889, ESA has more than 7,000 members affili-
ated with educational institutions, health agencies, private industry, and govern-
ment. Members are researchers, teachers, extension service personnel, administra-
tors, marketing representatives, research technicians, consultants, students, pest
management professionals, and hobbyists.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer the Entomological Society of America’s sup-
port for Forest Service and EPA programs. For more information about the Entomo-
logical Society of America, please see http://www.entsoc.org/.

2 Aukema, J.E.; Leung, B.; Kovacs, K.; [et al.]. 2011. Economic impacts of non-native forest
insects in the continental United States. PLoS ONE 6(9): e24587.

3Forest Service Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Overview: http://www.fs.fed.us/sites/default/files/FY-
2017-FS%20-budget-overview.pdf.
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[This statement was submitted by Robert K.D. Peterson, PhD, President.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL OF THE STATES

Dear Chairwoman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall and Members of the sub-
committee:

The Environmental Council of the States (ECOS) is the national nonprofit, non-
partisan association of State and territorial environmental agency leaders. We, its
undersigned Officers, submit this testimony on fiscal year 2020 appropriations for
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

State environmental agencies are the engines of environmental progress in our
Nation. Under America’s system of cooperative Federalism, agencies like ours nor-
mally take the lead in implementing Federal environmental laws like the Clean Air
Act, Clean Water Act, Safe Drinking Water Act, and Resource Conservation and Re-
covery Act. Today, States exercise over 90 percent of the delegable authorities under
these and other Federal laws. You can learn more about the tangible progress the
States have delivered on our ECOS Results data visualization portal.

State environmental agencies depend on Federal funding to do their work; ECOS
has documented that the Federal Government provides, on average, 27 percent of
our agencies’ budgets. The U.S. Congress included provisions in the CWA, CAA,
RCRA, and SDWA to provide assistance to States to operate these Federal programs
primarily through State and Tribal assistance grants (STAG). Without adequate
Federal funding support, State agencies find it more challenging to properly admin-
ister Federal environmental laws, improve public health, and protect the environ-
ment. ECOS therefore asks that fiscal year 2020 appropriations provide sustained
support to programs that advance the well-being of our communities.

Please consider these principles as you deliberate about the fiscal year 2020 ap-
propriations. Please also consider the following specific requests:

INCREASE STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE (STAG) CATEGORICAL GRANTS

STAG categorical grants fund a huge range of work by State environmental agen-
cies. Much of that work is core implementation activity such as issuing environ-
mental permits, inspecting facilities and enforcing the law, setting standards, and
managing data. But categorical grants, including those that support voluntary and
community-based programs, also fund creative solutions to local problems.

For example, STAG funds issued under Section 319 of the Clean Water Act re-
cently helped Wyoming’s Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) partner
with The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and various other private and public stake-
holders in Northwest Wyoming to improve the Grass Creek/Cottonwood Creek wa-
tershed. Historic grazing practices in this area had contributed to degraded range-
land and stream conditions, until the partnership led by TNC installed best man-
agement practices with area ranchers and other stakeholders. Data collected by
TNC over the course of the project suggest marked decreases in nitrogen and phos-
phorous, as well as decreased streambank erosion and increases in desirable ripar-
1an and rangeland vegetation. In 2018 this project was added to U.S. EPA’s
Nonpoint Source Success Stories, and also in 2018, Wyoming DEQ used its Section
319 funds to initiate nine similar projects.

STAG categorical grants also help our agencies take on larger projects that deliver
positive economic benefits for communities. For example, downtown Nashville, TN
is home to “The Gulch,” a former rail yard which decades of neglect turned into a
blighted neighborhood. Due to the use of Voluntary Brownfields Agreements the
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) was able to lever-
age and expand private investment into the neighborhood and ensure a faster and
more thorough redevelopment process. The Gulch is now a vibrant, LEED-certified
mixed-use neighborhood and a popular local destination for shopping, dining, and
entertainment, yielding significant new tax revenue.

STAG support is critical to the continued creativity and vitality of State-led envi-
ronmental regulation. States therefore thank Congress for preserving STAG categor-
ical grants over the past three fiscal years, and ask that Congress further support
the program in the fiscal year 2020 budget.

CONTINUE FUNDING ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE VIA STATE REVOLVING FUNDS

STAG funds also support State-level investments in the infrastructure that pro-
vides our citizens safe drinking water and a clean aquatic environment. Much of
that infrastructure is aging or inadequate and the States therefore depend on the
funding that Congress provides through the STAG State Revolving Fund (SRF) pro-
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gram. Congress recently reemphasized its support for State water infrastructure
with a second consecutive year of supplemental funding through Title IV of the fis-
cal year 2019 Consolidated Appropriations Act, but there is still more to be done.
The American Society of Civil Engineers estimates that our Nation faces more than
$271 billion in wastewater infrastructure needs. The situation is even more stag-
gering on the drinking water side, where the U.S. EPA’s most recent assessment
cites a $472.6 billion need for infrastructure investments.

These figures show that the already extensive infrastructure needs continue to
grow along with our populations and the advancing age of our existing facilities.
ECOS has documented these needs in reports such as our State Water and Waste-
water Project Inventory, which describes the top 20 “shovel-ready” water and waste-
water projects in each State. States have also shown the impact of these projects
on water quality, and have demonstrated creative infrastructure solutions. In late
2018, West Virginia DEQ became the first State in its region to obligate its fiscal
year 2018 Clean Water SRF money: $50 million that will go to restore and upgrade
wastewater and stormwater infrastructure and extend sewer service to two pre-
viously unserved areas. On the drinking water side, Alaska and Connecticut re-
cently set up micro-loan programs with specially streamlined requirements to ex-
pand SRF loan access to the smallest of public water systems. In Alaska these small
systems are commonly found in remote native Alaskan villages, and since small sys-
tems have not typically had SRF access these new micro-loans will have an even
greater proportionate positive effect on public health. Congress should continue
funding projects like these so that States can continue to serve as important sources
of revolving funding to modernize local communities.

PRESERVE THE STAG MULTIPURPOSE GRANT PROGRAM

Under cooperative Federalism, States gain the authority to allocate Federal re-
sources in ways that reflect local needs and priorities. State agencies cannot deliver
on this promise unless Congress ensures flexibility in Federal funding. Funding
flexibility also streamlines joint decisionmaking by EPA and States, and ultimately
allows States to more quickly convert Federal dollars into positive environmental
and public health results.

States used 2016 Multipurpose Grant money to fund activities ranging from im-
plementing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards to improving electronic
data management systems, and to control everything from water pollution to pes-
ticide overuse. ECOS understands that the fiscal year 2018 and fiscal year 2019
funds will be obligated to States in tandem, meaning that a large investment in pri-
ority State programs is on the horizon. States are appreciative that Congress estab-
lished this program in 2016, and we urge you to appropriate a third consecutive
year of Multipurpose Grant funds in fiscal year 2020. Making this grant program
a dependable funding stream would allow States to deploy that money in ways that
maximize the long-term benefit to their citizens.

AVOID RESCISSION AND IMPOUNDMENT OF STAG FUNDS

States work closely with EPA through ECOS’ State Grants Subgroup to speed the
distribution of Federal funds and allow on-the-ground work to begin sooner. Our ex-
periences lead us to urge Congress not to include rescissions of unobligated STAG
funds in future enacted budgets, as this often results in uncertainty and delays in
obligating pass-through funding. For the same reason, States ask Congress to dis-
courage impoundment of enacted appropriations.

FULLY FUND INCREASED STATE RESPONSIBILITIES

During the past several years, States and U.S. EPA have done considerable eval-
uation and alteration to the State-Federal division of responsibility for environ-
mental regulatory programs. ECOS has facilitated many of the high-level discus-
sions about this topic through our work on Cooperative Federalism, and many of
these conversations have been oriented toward shifted responsibility from U.S. EPA
toward the States. States believe that Federal funds are essential to our ability to
maintain the critical resources for many of these additional responsibilities.

States are also largely carrying out the responsibilities over air quality moni-
toring, State research, and other program implementation activities. These activi-
ties, which are now performed by the States, are important to be carried out consist-
ently to assure adequate public protection remains. These efforts could be negatively
impacted by the proposed shift of STAG categorical grant funds for particulate air
quality programs from Clean Air Act (CAA) §103 grants, which do not require a
State funding match, to CAA § 105 grants which require a 40 percent State match
or Maintenance of Effort (MOE). This change would likely amount to reduced levels
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of effort or inconsistency among States in monitoring networks if these Federal
funds are not maintained.

States’ regulatory workloads increase gradually year-by-year, and most STAG cat-
egorical grant programs have been flat-funded for several years in a row. This, too,
has the effect of an increase in State program responsibilities without a proportional
increase in Federal support. As mentioned in the introduction, States rely heavily
on Federal funding and even peripheral decreases in this funding can adversely im-
pact State programs. We ask, therefore, that Congress account for increasing State
implementation costs in Federal funding levels and push back against the proposed
CAA §103-§ 105 funding shift, and similar policy changes at States’ expense.

CONCLUSION

ECOS thanks you for considering the views of State environmental agencies as
you prepare the fiscal year 2020 budget. We would welcome any further discussion
with you about these issues and how Federal funding can support State-level work
to protect human health and the environment. Please email our executive director
at dwelsh@ecos.org, or send mail to 1250 H Street NW, Suite 850, Washington D.C.
20005.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FEDERATION OF STATE HUMANITIES COUNCILS

Madam Chairwoman and members of the subcommittee, I thank you for this op-
portunity to submit testimony on behalf of the State humanities councils, the State
affiliates of the National Endowment for the Humanities, requesting $167.5 million
for the National Endowment for the Humanities and $53 million for the Federal/
State Partnership for fiscal year 2020.

As partners of the NEH, the State humanities councils receive their core funding
through the Federal/State Partnership line of the NEH budget, which they use to
leverage additional support from foundations, corporations, private individuals, and
State governments. In the past year, councils leveraged, on average, $4.00 in local
contributions for every dollar of Federal funding awarded through their grants, and
they have further extended their resources in recent years by forming partnerships
with nearly 9,000 organizations throughout their States. But demand continues to
increase. In the past few years, councils continue to be asked to expand their pro-
grams to reach new populations and meet growing needs in their States.

The State councils are the local face of the humanities, developing and delivering
the programs that address the issues of greatest concern to their communities, help-
ing them explore their history and culture, and sharing the stories of our many di-
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verse populations. The councils are also a major source of grants to local edu-
cational, cultural, and historical organizations for public programming in places
where a small grant of several hundred to a few thousand dollars can make an enor-
mous difference in the life of a community.

It is to meet the growing need for programs with such impact on our communities
and Nation that we are requesting funding at the levels of $165.7 million for the
NEH and $53 million for the councils. The councils are stretched thin in their abil-
ity to meet local needs and support and collaborate with local businesses, cultural
organizations, schools, libraries, museums, and many other groups seeking to better
the lives of those in their communities. Councils must make difficult decisions in
how to allocate scarce resources among the many legitimate demands presented
from a wide range of deserving populations. Fortunately, councils are also expert at
using the Federal funds to attract other funding, and the increase in core Federal
funding will also enhance their ability to seek those additional funds.

It is not just current demands that drive this request. The State councils see a
plethora of new program possibilities, including a special opportunity to explore our
country’s history and system of government. In 2026, the Nation will commemorate
the 250th anniversary of the Declaration of Independence, which offers an oppor-
tunity to reexamine the many diverse voices and forces that shaped our Nation and
to engage in an expanded civics education program for Americans of all ages. Sur-
veys reveal a shocking ignorance of history and a lack of awareness among both
school age children and adults of the structure and processes of government and the
ideals and philosophies that underlie them. The next 5 years can be a time when
we rededicate ourselves to improving our collective understanding and reinvigo-
rating our ability to work through differences.

The State humanities councils are uniquely positioned to pursue activities that
offer education about our founding principles while speaking to the interests and
concerns of individual communities. Further, the councils have a track record of col-
laborating with diverse partners to broaden impact and extend resources well be-
yond the initial investment. The councils also have a unique ability to reach all cor-
ners of their States. This has been effectively demonstrated in the 25-year council
collaboration with the Smithsonian Institution Traveling Exhibition Service (SITES)
in the Museum on Main Street program and in the recent national initiative com-
memorating the 100th anniversary of the Pulitzer Prizes. We must begin now to
build the community relationships and develop the programs that will make com-
memoration of the 2026 anniversary a meaningful national event.

Throughout their history, State humanities councils have shown themselves to be
innovative, collaborative, efficient, and resourceful organizations, strongly connected
to the communities in their States and highly responsive to their needs. The fol-
lowing examples highlight a few areas where councils have a particularly strong
record of service.

Serving Veterans. The importance of the council programs involving returning vet-
erans is reflected in a comment from Pulitzer Prize-winning author Viet Thanh
Nguyen, who noted in an interview at a council-sponsored event, “All wars are
fought twice, the first time on the battlefield, the second time in memory.” A num-
ber of councils conduct programs to educate the public about the consequences of
war, while also helping veterans reintegrate into their communities in the after-
math of their service.

In 2014 the Maine Humanities Council developed a Veterans Book Group, as one
of several projects created under the NEH Standing Together initiative. The council
piloted the program in 12 States including California, Maryland, Oregon, and
Vermont. The reading groups, all co-facilitated by a veteran, provide a space to con-
nect with other veterans by exploring ideas found in selected poetry and works of
fiction and non-fiction, both ancient and modern.

Since 2015, Maryland Humanities has supported the Veterans’ Oral History
Project, through which students at a high school in Anne Arundel County have con-
ducted oral history interviews with Vietnam War veterans and Vietnamese immi-
grants who experienced the war. The students receive training in oral history tech-
niques, and transcripts and videos of the interviews are accessible online at the
Maryland State Archives website. The Missouri Humanities Council works in part-
nership with libraries and veteran support organizations throughout the State to
conduct writing workshops for veterans, which empower veterans to share their sto-
ries, thoughts, and experiences through the written word. The workshops are free
of charge and conducted by professional writers.

Exploring Native American History and Culture. In May 2017, members of the
House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee heard testimony from Valorie Walters,
executive officer for the Division of the Chickasaw Cultural Center of the Chickasaw
Nation, and board member of Oklahoma Humanities. Her testimony not only re-
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flected on the Native American story that is “so fundamental to understanding the
history of the Nation as a whole,” but also demonstrated the scope of programs, in-
cluding a symposium, an exhibit, a language festival, a documentary film, and sev-
eral other educational programs in Oklahoma. The programs she described were
just one council’s examples of comparable programs that continue to receive support
throughout the country. The aims of these programs are to work with American In-
dian populations to increase public awareness and appreciation of their enduring
role in our history, to forge stronger bonds between native and non-native popu-
lations, and to support language preservation initiatives. The Alaska Humanities
Forum’s program, “Take Wing Alaska,” for example, focuses on Native Alaskan high
school students, placing them in three immersion experiences to guide them to focus
not only on academic skills but also inherent cultural strengths they can refer to
and draw on in the midst of a challenging life shift.

Humanities Montana, through its Tribal Partnership Initiative, supports human-
ities projects on the Blackfeet, Flathead, Rocky Boy, Fort Belknap, Fort Peck,
Northern Cheyenne and Crow Reservations, as well as the Little Shell Nation, with
up to $5,000 in funding annually. The projects are a result of informal relationships
rather than conventional grant-driven processes. The council forms up to three part-
nerships each year, anchored in the expressed needs and aspirations of the Tribal
nations.

Engaging Rural America. From the beginning, State humanities councils have
been dedicated to ensuring that rural areas have access to high-quality public hu-
manities programs. One means of accomplishing this has been through the highly
successful Museum on Main Street program, a 25-year partnership between the
councils and the Smithsonian Institution Traveling Exhibition Service (SITES), spe-
cifically designed to serve small rural communities. Smithsonian exhibits are refab-
ricated as lightweight, portable traveling exhibits, suitable for display in small set-
tings such as local libraries, museums, and community centers. Participating coun-
cils select six communities of less than 20,000 in their States to host the exhibit.
Councils and scholars work with a local planning group in each community to de-
velop a wide variety of humanities programs around the theme of the exhibit.

These exhibits cover a wide range of issues important to the communities, includ-
ing, in recent years, work in America, hometown sports, foodways, and migration
stories, among others. Maryland Humanities and the Mississippi Humanities coun-
cil are currently touring “Water/Ways,” which explores the economic, spiritual, cul-
tural, and historic significance of water in our society. “Hometown Teams,” currently
being toured by the Florida Humanities Council, looks at the role that sports play
in American society and especially in small towns across the country. “Crossroads:
Change in Rural America,” which offers small towns a chance to examine their own
paths and to highlight the changes that affected their fortunes over the past cen-
tury, will be on tour in Florida, Kentucky, and Tennessee in 2019 and 2020.

Councils also engage rural populations through a variety of other programs. Hu-
manities Montana’s “Hometown Humanities” program, for example, brings a year’s
worth of humanities-based programming to a rural Montana community. Commu-
nity members choose upwards of 30 cultural programs from Humanities Montana’s
catalog of offerings—public speakers, speakers in the schools, community discus-
sions and more. The 2019 Hometown Humanities community, Red Lodge, Montana,
population 2,300, will enjoy a series of programs including a writing workshop, sev-
eral speakers bureau programs, storytelling, and community discussions.

Promoting Literacy and Reading. The humanities are all about reading, exploring
ideas, and strengthening our connections to one another, and this is nowhere more
important than within our families. Family literacy and reading programs have
been signature offerings by councils for decades, arising from the belief that parents
and children not only gain knowledge and improve reading skills but also build
stronger bonds with each other when given opportunities to discuss ideas together.
The Prime Time program, developed more than two decades ago by the Louisiana
Endowment for the Humanities and offered by a number of humanities councils, en-
gages low-income families in discussion of high-quality children’s literature to im-
prove the reading skills of parents and increase school readiness for at-risk children.
During a 6-week period, children and parents in this program gather in schools and
libraries to hear stories from a skilled storyteller and then discuss the book’s ethical
and cultural themes with the help of a scholar. The program is also available in
a bilingual format.

Kentucky Humanities, which has conducted the program for several years, just
received a grant from the National Endowment for the Humanities to expand the
program directly into public schools around Kentucky. The Mississippi Humanities
Council also offers Prime Time, in addition to Luciérnagas, a bilingual family read-
ing program, which serves the increasing number of Spanish speakers in the State.
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Supporting the Cultural Infrastructure. One of the hallmarks of the State human-
ities councils is their connection to and support for the communities in their States.
They work hard to strengthen the resources that make these communities vibrant
places to live. This includes supporting activities, such as book festivals and local
commemorations, which bring people and resources into a community. Cultural
tourism has benefitted from the creation of State encyclopedias, audio tours, and
other materials designed to draw visitors to a specific area.

It also includes supporting local institutions that are the lifeblood of a community,
such as libraries and museums. California Humanities demonstrates this with their
Library Innovation Lab, which builds capacity within California libraries to develop
creative and innovative programs, which respond to local needs. In particular, the
program continues the legacy of welcoming newcomers, especially immigrants and
immigrant populations, fostering more inclusive communities throughout the State.
The Rhode Island Council for the Humanities, in partnership with the Rhode Island
Foundation and the Rhode Island Council on the Arts, supports the Rhode Island
Expansion Arts Program, which provides funding and organizational assistance to
community-based culturally diverse arts and cultural organizations. The program
provides skills and tools that the organizations, especially newly emerging groups,
require to grow as equal partners in the Rhode Island arts and cultural community.

The programs discussed in this brief space are merely illustrative. They represent
hundreds of programs in communities large and small in every corner of this Nation
where residents gather to learn about the history of their communities and their
Nation; to hear previously untold stories; to read and discuss books that expand
their empathy and understanding; to examine difficult ethical issues; and to inform
themselves in ways that make them more responsible citizens. The State councils
are well-positioned to effectively put to use the $53 million we are requesting
through the Federal/State Partnership.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FOND DU LAC BAND OF LAKE SUPERIOR CHIPPEWA

On behalf of the Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa, we submit this
testimony to urge Congress to increase, or, at the very least preserve, the Federal
funding levels for Indians programs that are provided through the Interior Depart-
ment, Indian Health Service and Environmental Protection Agency.

It is essential to keep in mind that the problems that face communities nation-
wide are far more severe for Indian communities, with Tribes having far fewer re-
sources to address those problems. An example is the opioid epidemic. Native Amer-
icans in Minnesota are far more likely to die from an overdose than white Minneso-
tans. For example, “[flrom 2010 to 2016, the American Indian mortality rate more
than doubled from 29.0 per 100,000 to 64.6 per 100,000 (123 percent increase), and
was almost six times as high as the white mortality rate.” ! The opioid epidemic cre-
ates other adverse impacts for Indian communities. It means that our children are
“7.4 times more likely to be born with neonatal abstinence syndrome” which re-
quires specialized treatment and care.? It increases demands on our social service
programs for addiction treatment and counseling, and assistance to growing num-
bers of at-risk families, with more children in foster care or the subject of CHIPS
(Child in Need of Protection or Services) proceedings, an increase of 65 percent since
2015. It increases demands on our school to address the unique needs of children
living in at-risk homes. And it increases the demands on our law enforcement who
respond to ever-growing numbers of incidents that are drug related.

With seed money from Federal funds, we have implemented innovative programs
and measures to provide health, education, social services, public safety and other
governmental services to our 4,200 members and the more than 7,300 Indian people
who live on and near our Reservation. Fond du Lac built the first-of-its-kind sup-
portive housing programs in Indian country, and the first such supportive housing
for Veterans. We have undertaken to implement best practices in healthcare. In so
doing, we have found that an important element to the success of these programs
is building on our traditional cultural practices. We are active in natural resource
management and environmental protection so our water is safe to drink, fish are
safe to eat, wild rice re-generates, game is plentiful, and natural resources remain
available for cultural and religious practices that are central to our identity.

We are proud of what we have accomplished, but more remains to be done. The
investment of Federal funds is key to that effort. It allows us to use Band resources

1 https://www.health.state.mn.us/communities/opioids/documents/raceratedisparity.pdf.
2“Minnesota State Targeted Response to the Opioid Crisis” at 6 (2017), found at https:/
mn.gov.
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and attract private partners so we can provide jobs, grow the local economy, educate
our children, prevent crime, and care for our elders and infirm. We urge Congress
to continue to fund these programs.

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

We appreciate Congress’s decision to increase funding for IHS in fiscal year 2019,
which is essential to address the substantial unmet need for healthcare among In-
dian people. Indians at Fond du Lac, like Indians throughout the Nation, continue
to face severe disparities across a broad range of health issues. In addition to the
extraordinarily high mortality rates due to the opioid epidemic, Indians in Min-
nesota are far more likely to die prematurely than all others in the State, and suffer
from the highest mortality rates for causes of death due to cancer, heart disease,
diabetes, suicide, and unintentional injury.3

We serve over 7,300 Indian people at our clinics, but the current funding level
meets only 33 percent of our healthcare funding needs. To make progress in reduc-
ing the disparities in Indian health, we urge Congress to continue to increase fund-
ing for IHS. We urge an increase for fiscal year 2020 in order to fully fund IHS pro-
grams, with the top priorities given to Hospitals & Health Clinics; Purchased/Re-
ferred Care; Mental Health; Alcohol & Substance Abuse; and Dental Health. Ex-
panded resources for treatment and community education capacity are especially
needed to combat the epidemic of drug abuse.

We also ask that Congress continue to increase funding for IHS Facilities, includ-
ing Sanitation Facilities Construction. We rely on wells for drinking water, but the
quality of the source water on our Reservation is very poor. It generally cannot be
used unless treated, and where the source water is really poor quality, treatment
may leave an unacceptable level of by-products that also fail to meet water quality
standards. We face this problem now in one of our communities, affecting 54 homes
and a community center. As a short-term solution, we are providing point-of-use fil-
ters. But to eliminate the problem, we need to drill several new wells to access bet-
ter quality source water, but which will still need to be treated. We will also need
to build a new water treatment facility, along with a water tower and new pipelines
to establish redundancy in the system to protect users and to aid in fire protection.
The cost is expected to be $2.5 million, but the very limited funds for capital work
provided to IHS is not sufficient to meet the need. In our region, IHS has $1.7 mil-
lion to serve 37 Tribes. Federal appropriations for other potential funding sources
for drinking water infrastructure, like EPA and USDA Rural Development, should
also be increased to aid us and other Tribes to build the infrastructure needed for
safe drinking water.

BUREAU OF INDIAN EDUCATION

With funding from the BIE and the Department of Education, we operate the
Fond du Lac Ojibwe School serving an average of 230 children from pre-K through
12th grade. More than 90 percent of our students come from very low-income house-
holds, as 96 percent receive free or reduced-price lunch. We are slowly making
progress in improving the outcomes for our students. For example, high school grad-
uation rates for American Indians in Minnesota have improved from 37.9 percent
in 2003 to 52.6 percent in 2016, but are still well-below the 2016 State-wide rate
of 82.2 percent. We are handicapped by limited resources. BIE funding has never
kept pace with need, which prevents us from providing the educational services
needed for our students. We appreciate Congress’s decision to increase overall BIE
funding for fiscal year 2019 and to continue to fund the Johnson O’Malley (JOM)
grant program. Because education is so critical to success later in life, we urge Con-
gress to continue to increase Federal funding for Indian education. We especially
ask that increases be made to each of the following program:

—ISEP, which is the primary source of school funding provided through Interior.
It covers salaries for teachers, teacher aides, and administrative personnel and
is essential to our ability to recruit and retain qualified teachers.

—Tribal Grant Support Costs, which helps pay for accounting, insurance, back-
ground checks, legal and record-keeping.

—Student Transportation, which allow us to maintain, repair, and replace buses.

—Early Childhood Development funds (FACE), which is critical to providing pre-
schoolers with skills to be school-ready.

—JOM, which assists Indian children in public schools.

3See Minnesota Department of Health, Center for Health Equity, Populations of Color: Up-
date Birth and Death Statistics (December 2015). https:/seedsofnativehealth.org/wp-content/
uploads/2017/05/Populations-of-Color-Health-Update-Birth-and-Death-Statistics.pdf.
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—School Facility Operations and Maintenance, which keeps the building safe,
pays for preventative maintenance, and covers insurance and utility costs.

BIA: PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE

We appreciate Congress’s decision to increase funding for BIA’s Public Safety and
Justice, including increased funding for criminal investigations and police services
and to help people affected by opioid addiction. The largest law enforcement prob-
lems we face are due to opioids and other drugs including methamphetamines and
prescription drugs. The large drug problem has also increased thefts, burglaries,
and assaults. In addition, we find (and the Federal Government has also recog-
nized),* that a disproportionately large number of Native American women are the
victims of sex trafficking. This is a very serious problem for our community and we
are working now to establish a Tribal Task Force to help combat it. Our law en-
forcement also responds to domestic disputes, disturbances, disorderly conduct,
property damage, trespass, suspicious activity, unwanted persons, medical emer-
gencies, fire, neglected children, missing persons, suicide threats, and traffic of-
fenses.

We address law enforcement by a combination of Tribal and available Federal
funds and cooperative agreements with local law enforcement agencies. We cur-
rently have 20 officers, which, in addition to the Chief Law Enforcement Officer, in-
cludes a Lieutenant, one investigator and 17 officers assigned to patrol or similar
duties. To meet need, we should have 25 full time officers. Five of those officers
would be assigned to investigations, with two investigators dedicated to narcotics
enforcement. We currently have 3 administrative staff, but should have one more
person to gather Intel and manage an intelligence page linked to other Tribal agen-
cies.

We need funding for training. With an increase in the drug epidemic and related
crimes, our officers need, but are not receiving, vital training for undercover work,
narcotics detection, investigative procedures, interview and interrogation, use of
force, de-escalation, firearms, and community policing. Budget restraints also re-
strict us from buying patrol vehicles and proper equipment to combat the drug prob-
lems on our Reservation. Uniform costs increase due to contamination from drugs
and blood-borne pathogens from drug users. That includes duty gear and equipment,
and patrol vehicles, which need to be decontaminated more frequently. There is also
need for personal protective gear and other basic equipment (e.g., binoculars, video
cameras and digital recorders). We urge Congress to increase Federal funding for
Tribal law enforcement.

BIA: TRUST-NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

We appreciate Congress’s decision to increase funding for BIA Trust-Natural Re-
sources by $2.6 million. We urge Congress to further increase funding for this pro-
gram in fiscal year 2020, as past funding levels have never met need. Natural re-
source management is vital in Indian Country where the basic subsistence needs
of many Indian People—especially those living in poverty—depend on natural re-
sources. This is certainly true at Fond du Lac. By Treaties in 1837, 1842 and 1854,
the United States acquired our aboriginal territory, but to ensure that we could sus-
tain ourselves, expressly promised that we retained rights to hunt, fish and gather
natural resources within and outside our Reservation. Our members depend on and
exercise these treaty-protected rights to put food on the table and for ceremonial
practices that serve as the foundation for our culture. The stewardship of those nat-
ural resources-through scientific study, resource management, and enforcement of
Band laws that regulate Tribal members who hunt, fish and gather those resources-
are an important source of employment for many of our members. Full funding for
Trust-Natural Resources Management, including increased funding for Rights, Pro-
tection and Implementation, is essential in allowing us to protect, enhance, and re-
store natural resources.

Forest resources are an important asset to us, and the Interior Department has
recognized the importance of protecting forests from wildfire. Fire preparedness
funding is insufficient. Fire preparedness provides jobs in Indian forestry and pro-
tects Indian and non-Indian lands.

4U.S. GAO, Human Trafficking: Investigations in Indian Country or Involving Native Ameri-
cans and Actions Needed to Better Report on Victims Served (Sept 2017). https:/
www.indian.senate.gov/sites/default/files/upload/Gretta%20Goodwin%20Testimony.pdf.



120

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE: HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUNDS—TRIBAL GRANTS

We urge Congress to increase funding, as the work of Tribal Historic Preservation
Officers has grown. We have seen this firsthand. Failures on the part of Federal
and State officials to properly review existing records of known sites of historic and
cultural importance to the Band resulted in substantial inadvertent discoveries of
human remains in a known Indian cemetery. This has, in turn, placed substantial
demands on our THPO to ensure proper delineation of the site to protect the undis-
turbed portions, and ensure proper reburial of the remains.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA)

We appreciate that Congress has continued to provide Federal funds for EPA, but
we ask that funding for EPA in fiscal year 2020 be increased. We rely on EPA
grants to clean up brownfields and administer clean water and clean air programs.
These enable us to protect the health of our community, so that we have safe water
to drink and can continue to rely on fish, wild rice, and game to put food on the
table.

—State and Tribal Assistances Grants (STAG).—We thank Congress providing
STAG funding in fiscal year 2019 and strongly urge that support for this pro-
gram continue.

—Water Quality.—We have a federally-approved water quality standards program
that has seen annual funding declines while the need and Band’s responsibil-
ities have increased. Given the current threats to water resources in our region,
we urge that Tribal section 106 funding be doubled so that we can do the work
needed to protect the water we drink, which is critical to the fish and game that
are central to our and the State’s economy.

—Air.—We also have a long-standing air monitoring program that has faced a
steady decline in Federal funding. We request that air quality program funding
for Tribes be increased.

—Wetlands.—One-half of our reservation is made up of wetlands. Proper manage-
ment and restoration of this valuable resource is impossible without adequate
and consistent Federal funding. We request sustained wetland monitoring and
protection program funding.

—Great Lakes Restoration Initiative.—The Band fully supports this initiative, and
asks that Congress increase funding by $200 million to restore the original
funding level suggested for this initiative to $500 million. This initiative has
broad-reaching benefits to resources of importance for all stakeholders (State,
Tribal and private) in the Great Lakes region.

Miigwech. Thank you.
[This statement was submitted by Kevin R. Dupuis, Sr., Chairman.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FOREST CLIMATE WORKING GROUP (FCWG)

Endorsing Organizations:

American Forest Foundation ¢ American Forests
Binational Softwood Lumber Council e Cleaves Consulting LLC
The Conservation Fund ¢ Enviva e The Forestland Group e Forest Stewards Guild
Hancock Forest Management ¢ Hardwood Federation ¢ L&C Carbon
National Alliance of Forest Owners e The Nature Conservancy
Society of American Foresters e Sustainable Forestry Initiative
Western Pennsylvania Conservancy ¢ Weyerhaeuser
Woodworks—Wood Products Council
Rationale: Forests and forest products currently sequester and store 14 percent
of annual carbon emissions. It is important to maintain this important resource by
addressing rising threats to forest health and slowing forest conversion to non-forest
uses. We can take steps to protect and increase this carbon benefit, and accelerate
the ability of U.S. forests to provide a sustained level of climate mitigation service
to the Nation. Many of these same investments are leveraged to strengthen the re-
siliency of the Nation’s forests and thus protect additional public services beyond

carbon such as watersheds, wildlife habitat, recreational resources and economic
prosperity for rural and urban communities alike.
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FISCAL YEAR 2020 BUDGET ITEMS

The FCWG recommended funding levels below focus on program needs to produce
major positive steps in conserving and enhancing climate resilience and carbon se-
questration and storage on public and private lands.

Invest in Sound Science and Data

—USFS Forest Inventory and Analysis Program: FIA is the foundational measure
for our forests nationwide and is essential to monitoring our progress. The fiscal
year 2019 enacted budget included a level funding for this program which we
believe should at least be maintained, but an investment of $83 million in fiscal
year 2020 is warranted. We remain concerned about the low level of funding
for the program relative to established needs for the information it provides and
the negative impact of constrained budgets on data gathering, geographic scope,
and sampling return interval and national consistency that is vital for evalu-
ating forest carbon and resilience problems and potentials. This additional Fed-
eral investment should be accompanied with language calling for improvements
in this program efficiencies to justify additional investment in 2020 and in fu-
ture fiscal years to enable further program impact and ensure that FIA fully
delivers on the Congressional mandate set in previous Farm Bills and the needs
for forest owners, managers, and communities. Additional support for the FIA
program is needed to ensure that we have improved data regarding carbon se-
questration rates and storage and the impact of disturbance in forests to sup-
port growing data and analysis needs for climate mitigation, forest protection,
and bioenergy.

—USDA Climate Hubs and Related Investments in Applied Climate Science: The
USDA Climate Hubs have demonstrated the capacity to provide useful science-
based guidance for private landowners and other land managers. The Hubs as-
sure that investments in science are returned to the taxpayer in the form of us-
able knowledge and tools that millions of forest landowners and managers can
apply to climate adaptation and mitigation problems. Continued investment in
these Hubs, integrated into various program funding, to assist both public and
private land managers is critical to cross-boundary success. Specifically, the
USFS Forest and Rangeland Research at $315 million is needed to ensure this
and other climate research can be applied to managing all forests.

Promote the Use of Forest Products—UTtilization in Building Construction

USFS Forest Products Laboratory

—Woodworks: We recommend at least $2 million investment through the USFS,
or other funding source, into the initiative Woodworks, which promotes wood
use in building construction through technology transfer, especially in non-resi-
dential buildings.

—Life Cycle Assessment Research on Wood Products: We recommend a $1 million
investment in LCA Research through USFS FPL to ensure the most updated
information about the environmental impact of wood products, with a particular
focus on climate related information and the role of wood in sustainable forest
management systems.

Enhance Resources for Private Forest Owners—Reforestation, Afforestation, and Res-
toration

—USFS Forest Stewardship Program: The Forest Stewardship Program helps
landowners plan sustainable management, including carbon friendly and cli-
mate-smart practices, and to implement reforestation. We recommend an appro-
priation of at least $29 million to advance carbon mitigation through this pro-
gram, including funds to support tree-planting assistance on private lands.

—USFS Landscape Scale Restoration: We recommend $20 million this program,
to stimulate cross boundary, landscape scale work that will measurably improve
climate mitigation and resilience in our forests. We feel that the landscape res-
toration approach taken by the U.S. Forest Service effectively leverages public
investments and creates scale and efficiency that allows climate and carbon
public and private benefits to be both cost-effective and sustainable. Climate-
induced stressors like wildfires and insects and diseases, don’t stay within own-
ership boundaries and thus, a landscape approach is needed.

Utilize Existing Grant Programs to Retain Forests—Diverse Tools for Different Part-
ners and Contexts
—USFS Forest Legacy Program: We recommend $100 million for the Forest Leg-
acy Program the most flexible and widely applicable Federal program for per-
manent conservation of forestland from development. We recommend at least



122

maintaining or strengthening funding for this program to capture the many op-
portunities for State, local, and private forest conservation in carbon-rich forest
systems, including extensive working forest conservation easements.

—USFS Community Forest and Open Space Program: The Community Forest Pro-
gram is a 50/50 matching grant program that is helping local governments,
Tribes, and non-profits to acquire and manage forestland threatened with con-
version. We recommend $5 million for this program, to fully tap the potential
of these local and Tribal entities to contribute carbon mitigation through forests

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FRIENDS OF CAMAS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
BACKGROUND

Camas National Wildlife Refuge was established in 1937 to protect nearly 11,000
acres of the Snake River Plains in eastern Idaho for the benefit of migratory
waterbirds. The refuge contained nearly 5,000 acres of high desert wetlands fed by
groundwater discharge from local springs and the surface waters of Camas Creek,
a shallow stream that frequently topped its banks. However, ensuing agricultural
development of the watershed prompted landscape modifications to control the
stream water for crop irrigation and to deter unwanted flooding. Creek excavation
began around refuge headquarters to prevent flooding of the structures, and at the
same time became common practice throughout the watershed. In this way, Camas
Creek was systematically transformed from a flood prone three foot deep stream
into a highly-incised twelve foot deep channel.

In spite of this, the high water table continued to sustain expansive wetlands that
annually produced thousands of waterfowl, supplied valuable stopover resources for
tens of thousands of migratory waterbirds, and provided year-round habitat for obli-
gate wetland species for the first half century of the refuges’ existence. But begin-
ning in the 1980s, a regional shift in agricultural practices from flood to sprinkler
irrigation caused the groundwater at Camas to recede from the surface, effectively
changing the area hydrologically from a discharge to a recharge system. Today, the
water table exists 10 to 30 feet below the ground. Combined with the artificially low
retention of Camas Creek surface water, the retreat of groundwater has meant the
inundation of fewer wetland acres for a shorter period of time. During each of the
drought years in 2014 and 2015, the refuge peaked at a mere 200 acres of inundated
wetland habitat. This has profoundly decreased Camas NWR’s contribution to wild-
life conservation. Average waterfowl production and stopover usage have each fallen
by an order of magnitude. The once established breeding populations of resident
species such as leopard frogs, painted turtles, and muskrat no longer persist.

In the absence of springs, Camas NWR wetlands now rely upon two sources for
life-sustaining water: (1) Camas Creek surface water, and (2) groundwater contribu-
tions from agricultural wells co-opted to deliver water from the retreating aquifer.
Yet, both sources remain configured in a way that inefficiently translates cubic feet
of water into wetland acres, remnants of a period when water was plentiful on the
refuge and concerns about water excess outweighed water scarcity. Therefore, in
this emerging period of water shortage, Camas NWR needs to adapt in a way that
most efficiently utilizes the available sources of water to protect and sustain the
wetland resources that prompted refuge establishment.

OBJECTIVES

The three following efforts are essential to reshaping Camas NWR to meet these
hydrological challenges:

1. Return a portion of Camas Creek from its current highly incised state to a
more natural morphology to convey more surface water to refuge wetlands via
overbank flooding.

2. Shift the refuge point of creek diversion to a location downstream adjacent to
lower seepage wetlands to avoid high seepage losses in the diversion water de-
livery ditch.

3. Relocate groundwater wells to locations adjacent to low seepage wetlands to
significantly increase the wetland acreage return on cubic feet of water
pumped from the aquifer.

CAMAS CREEK RESTORATION

Problem: Eight stream miles of Camas Creek exist within Camas NWR bound-
aries and the refuge has senior water rights to the surface runoff it conveys. How-
ever, extensive modifications to the stream channel early in the refuges’ history arti-



123

ficially confine these surface flows, minimizing retention of these waters on the ref-
uge and impairing water clarity. Today, the excavated channel is about four times
its natural depth over much of its length, placing the channel bottom well below
that of the adjacent wetlands. In this way, much of the surface water that enters
the refuge also exits the refuge, unable to flow uphill into many of the adjacent wet-
lands. The wetlands that do receive creek water are not necessarily much more suc-
cessful at producing waterbird resources. With the channelization of the stream bed
came highly incised banks whose continuous erosion releases abundant sediment
into the creek water. These suspended sediments impair water clarity, which in
turn inhibits the germination and growth of the submerged aquatic vegetation upon
which wetland animals, including migratory waterbirds, rely for nutrition. In an av-
erage year, nearly two-thirds of Camas’ largest wetland is too light-limited to
produce submerged aquatic vegetation.

Solution: In order to restore some measure of wetland expanse and integrity to
Camas NWR, staff seeks to restore a portion of Camas Creek from its current highly
incised state to a more natural morphology. This will promote overbank flooding by
raising the creek channel to the level of the adjacent wetlands and increase water
transparency by reducing bank erosion. We anticipate that the increase in overbank
flooding and decrease in erosion from a restored Camas Creek will contribute to the
recovery of historical wetland acreage, and to the increased production of high qual-
ity aquatic resources for migratory waterbirds.

POINT OF DIVERSION

Problem: The refuge maintains a point of diversion from Camas Creek on the
northeast side of the refuge. From this structure, surface water is diverted down a
2 mile long delivery ditch to a ring of wetland impoundments. However, a signifi-
cant proportion of this water never arrives at the wetlands, instead sinking through
the porous substrate of the ditch towards the aquifer. A USGS seepage study con-
cluded that water was lost to the aquifer in this ditch at a rate two orders of mag-
nitude higher than in any of the sampled wetlands.

Solution: To more efficiently translate diverted creek water into wetland acres,
the refuge needs to move their point of diversion downstream to a location directly
adjageni;’1 to the wetland units, bypassing the inefficient main diversion water deliv-
ery ditch.

GROUNDWATER WELL RELOCATION

Problem: To offset the loss of groundwater contributions to wetlands via spring
discharge, refuge staff co-opted volume wells to deliver water from the retreating
aquifer into wetland impoundments. Today, well operation comes at great expense
due to the quantities of electricity required, but only yields ~200 acres of wetland
habitat. This inefficiency is an unsurprising consequence of co-opting wells estab-
lished for agricultural irrigation to wetland inundation. Nine of the ten refuge wells
remain in their original locations. As such, only 7 of these wells are connected to
infrastructure that can deliver water to wetlands. And water originating from five
of these wells must utilize inefficient delivery ditches with high seepage rates. Addi-
tionally, the effect of well water input is not uniform across Camas NWR wetlands.
While the southern wetlands hold water better, most of the wells exist in the north
part of the refuge. This mismatch requires that well water must first fill impound-
ments with high seepage rates in order to reach the southern wetlands.

Solution: To efficiently translate limited and expensive water resources into qual-
ity wetland habitat, the refuge needs to strategically relocate groundwater wells to
locations adjacent to southern wetlands. This will allow for inundation of twice the
acreage during drought years, and increase the ability of staff to manage for a more
natural dynamic hydrology regime which will yield abundant and diverse resources
for migratory waterbirds.

IMPORTANCE

Camas NWR is located in the arid Intermountain West. Similar to many parts
of the Nation, this region has not been exempted from wetland destruction/loss.
However, the natural rarity of aquatic habitat in this arid region lends added impor-
tance to the maintenance and restoration of the limited habitat that remains. It is
estimated that approximately 90 percent of Intermountain West wildlife species de-
pend upon wetlands for at least some portion of their life.

CONSEQUENCES OF INACTION

—Breeding and stopover habitat for migratory waterbirds will continue to be lost.
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—Species diversity and abundance will decrease both locally and likely regionally.

—Once productive units will remain non-viable for waterfowl hunting opportuni-
ties because the refuge lacks the ability to maintain water in those wetlands
into the fall.

—Diminished quality of wildlife viewing opportunities for family outings.

—Opportunities for drawing in and educating area students, scouts, and adults
will decrease.

—Food chains, food webs and area ecosystems will be disrupted.

—The decline in native species will create a void likely to be filled by invasive
or less desirable species.

[This statement was submitted by Karl P. Bohan, President.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FRIENDS OF RACHEL CARSON NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Chair
The Honorable Tom Udall, Ranking Member

May 17, 2019

Ms. Chairman and Honorable Members of the subcommittee: I am Bill Durkin,
f/{resident of The Friends of Rachel Carson National Wildlife Refuge in Biddeford,

aine.

I have been a member of the Friends of Rachel Carson NWR for the past 30 years.
The group was founded in 1987; we are a small group supporting the refuge in
Southern Maine. I have given numerous written statements over the years and we
really appreciate your support in the past. This year, our refuge is not requesting
any appropriations directly for Rachel Carson National Wildlife Refuge; this is a re-
quest for general funding of the National Wildlife Refuge System of $586 million.
This year we ask to appropriate $50 million in the National Wildlife Refuge Fund.
There was great news last week with the news of reauthorizing and permanently
funding the Land , Water and Conservation Fund. With that in mind, I request
$150 million for the National Wildlife Refuge Systems purchase of easements and
in holdings. I thank you all for your consideration.

The Rachel Carson National Wildlife Refuge is named in honor of one of the na-
tion’s foremost and forward-thinking biologists. After arriving in Maine in 1946 as
an aquatic biologist for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Rachel Carson became
entranced with Maine’s coastal habitat, leading her to write the international best-
seller The Sea Around Us. This landmark study, in combination with her other
writings, The Edge of the Sea and Silent Spring, led Rachel Carson to become an
advocate on behalf of this nation’s vast coastal habitat and the wildlife that depends
on it. Her legacy lives on today at the refuge that bears her name and is dedicated
to the permanent protection of the salt marshes and estuaries of the southern
Maine coast. The refuge was established in 1966 to preserve migratory bird habitat
and waterfowl migration along southern Maine’s coastal estuaries. It consists of 11
refuge divisions in 12 municipalities protecting approximately 5,600 acres within a
14,800 acre acquisition zone.

Consisting of meandering tidal creeks, coastal upland, sandy dunes, salt ponds,
marsh, and productive wetlands, the Rachel Carson NWR provides critical nesting
and feeding habitat for the threatened piping plover and a variety of migratory wa-
terfowl, and serves as a nursery for many shellfish and finfish. Located along the
Atlantic flyway, the refuge serves as an important stopover point for migratory
birds. Previous years’ appropriations have allowed the USFWS to conserve several
properties within the refuge.

1. We are requesting an overall funding level of $586 Million in fiscal year 2020
for the Operations and Maintenance Budget of the National Wildlife Refuge System,
managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. All of the refuges are in dire need
of staffing and upkeep. The National Wildlife Refuge System is responsible for 568
million acres of lands and waters, but currently receives less than a $1. per acre
for management costs. The refuges cannot fulfill its obligation to the American pub-
lic, our wildlife and 47 million annual visitors without adequate funding. Refuges
provide unparalleled opportunities to hunt, fish, watch wildlife and educate children
about the environment. An investment in the Nation’s Refuge System is an excellent
investment in the American economy, generating $2.4 billion and creating about
35,000 jobs in local economies. Without increased funding for refuges, wildlife con-
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servation and public recreation opportunities will be jeopardized. We fully supported
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s request of $586 Million for Operation and Management
for the National Wildlife Refuge System.

2. Appropriate $50 million in the National Wildlife Refuge Fund in fiscal year
2020 which offsets losses in local government tax revenue because lands owned by
the Refuge System are exempt from taxation. The Refuge Fund is an annual appro-
priation that supplements the Refuge Revenue Sharing Program. The Revenue
Sharing Program offsets lost local tax revenue by providing payments to local gov-
ernments from net income derived from permits and wildlife refuge activities.

3. We request $150 million in LWCF funding for Refuge land acquisitions/con-
servation easements and we thank you for the recent vote on re-establishing “for-
ever” for the permanent reauthorization full funding of LWCF. The Land and Water
Conservation Fund is our Nation’s premier Federal program to acquire and protect
lands at national parks, forests, refuges, and public lands and at State parks, trails,
and recreational facilities. These sites across the country provide the public with
substantial social and economic benefits including promoting healthier lifestyles
through active recreation, protecting drinking water and watersheds, improving
wildfire management, and assisting the adaptation of wildlife and fisheries to cli-
mate change. The quality of place is greatly enhanced. As you know, LWCF uses
no tax payer dollars. Created by Congress in 1964 and re-authorized last week, the
LWCF is our most important land and easement acquisition tool. I support the ad-
ministration’s commitment to fully funding the program. This wise investment in
the Land and Water Conservation Fund is one that will permanently pay dividends
to the American people and to our great natural and historical heritage. The Refuge
System needs $150 million in LWCF for fiscal year 2020, including these high pri-
ority requests:

—$10 million for Everglades Headwaters NWR and Conservation Area (FL)

—$6 million for Silvio O. Conte NFWR (CT, NH, VT, MA)

—$3 million for Cache River NWR (AR)

—3$2 million for Bear River Watershed Conservation Area (WY, ID, UT)

—$2 million for Blackwater NWR (MD)

—$2 million for Clarks River NWR (KY)

—$8 million for Hakalau Forest NWR (HI)

—$8 million for the Dakota Grasslands Conservation Area (ND, SD)

I again extend our appreciation to the subcommittee for its ongoing commitment
to our National Wildlife Refuge System and respectfully request the Interior, Envi-
ronment and Related Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee allocate $586 million
for the Refuge System’s fiscal year 2018 Operations & Maintenance Budget, $50
million in the National Wildlife Refuge Fund and $150 million in Refuge LWCF
monies. I Thank Congress for reauthorizing and understanding the need and the
commitment that was made in 1964 : Keep LWCF for the People and Wildlife. I re-
quest $900 million in LWCF funds for fiscal year 2020.

Thank you again, Ms. Chairman, for the opportunity to present this testimony in
support of protecting wildlife and it’s habitat. Enjoy your next walk out on a Na-
ti(}nal Wildlife Refuge. Please visit Maine and the Rachel Carson National Wildlife
refuge.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FRIENDS OF THE SAN LUIS VALLEY NATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGES

Thank you for the opportunity to address funding for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the National Wildlife Refuge System. I am writing on behalf of the ap-
%rofximately 200 members of the Friends of the San Luis Valley National Wildlife

efuges.

Refuges in the San Luis Valley, Colorado have been devastated by budget cuts
in the past 20 years since the Friends formed. Refuge staffing has been reduced to
the point to where the remaining staff can barely keep up with day-to-day mainte-
nance of the refuges. In 2003, the 92,500 acre Baca National Wildlife Refuge was
added to the San Luis Valley Refuge Complex without funding for additional staff.
Currently, that refuge is staffed by one refuge manager, an biology technician, and
one wage grade maintenance position. Each of these positions came from previous
positions on the existing Alamosa and Monte Vista Refuges.

Due to recent changes in water management in the San Luis Valley in which jun-
ior water users need to augment their injury to senior surface water users, the
Monte Vista Refuge hardly has enough money to pay to pump water to provide habi-
tat for migratory birds.
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The refuge biologist, Scott Miller, now spends much his time writing grants to try
to find money to fund programs on the refuge.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is one of the smallest of the Federal land man-
agement agencies, but their management is intensive and requires people on the
ground. In the last restructuring, many refuges and wetland management units
were simply closed and the gates locked.

We have been told repeatedly by the regional USFWS office that the San Luis
Valley Refuge Complex is a funding priority, but we haven’t seen much funding. In
the Comprehensive Conservation Plan, published in 2015, Fish and Wildlife pro-
posed building an new office complex/visitor contact station, but apparently funding
for the project has been cut to the point that the building would not be large enough
for the few remaining staff.

From our perspective, the Refuge System is dying from 1000 cuts—that today
have reached the bone. As I compile this brief list of what has happened to “our”
refuges, it saddens me to reflect on the decline in our local refuges and the refuge
system as a whole, and the corresponding costs to USFWS employees, local commu-
nities, and wildlife across the United States.

If we are to preserve our natural heritage, we need to fund our National Wildlife
Refuge System.

[This statement was submitted by Tim Armstrong, President.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE GEOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA
SUMMARY

The Geological Society of America (GSA) urges Congress to provide $1.2 billion
for the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) in fiscal year 2020. We thank Congress for
the investments made in fiscal year 2019 and encourage a path of sustainable
growth moving forward. As one of our Nation’s key science agencies, the USGS
plays a vital role in understanding and documenting mineral and energy resources
that underpin economic growth; researching and monitoring potential natural haz-
ards that threaten U.S. and international security; and determining and assessing
water quality and availability. Approximately two thirds of the USGS budget is allo-
cated for research and development. In addition to supporting the science activities
and decisions of the Department of the Interior, this research is used by commu-
nities across the Nation to make informed decisions in land-use planning, emer-
gency response, natural resource management, engineering, and education. Despite
the critical role played by the USGS, funding for the agency has stagnated in real
dollars for more than a decade. Given the importance of the many activities of the
Survey that protect lives and property, contribute to national security, and enhance
the quality of life, GSA believes that growth in funding for the Survey is necessary
for the future of our Nation.

The Geological Society of America (GSA) is a global professional society with ap-
proximately 22,000 individuals. GSA provides access to elements that are essential
to the professional growth of earth scientists at all levels of expertise and from all
sectors: academic, government, business, and industry. The Society unites thousands
of earth scientists from every corner of the globe in a common purpose to study the
mysteries of our planet (and beyond) and share scientific findings.

The Geological Society of America (GSA) appreciates the increase to the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey (USGS) budget in fiscal year 2019 and thanks the Committee for rec-
ognizing the importance of the work of the agency to protect lives, property, and na-
tional security. GSA asks Congress to again reject the proposed cuts in the adminis-
tration’s request and instead provide USGS $1.2 billion in fiscal year 2020. GSA
urges the committee ensure that any changes to the organizational structure of
USGS supﬁort rather than hinder the ability of the USGS to serve the Nation with
its research.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY CONTRIBUTIONS TO NATIONAL SECURITY, HEALTH, AND
WELFARE

The USGS is one of the Nation’s premier science agencies, with a distinctive ca-
pacity to engage truly interdisciplinary teams of experts to gather data, conduct re-
search, and develop integrated decision support tools. Approximately two thirds of
the USGS budget 1s allocated for research and development. In addition to under-
pinning the science activities and decisions of the Department of the Interior, this
research is used by communities and businesses across the Nation to make informed
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decisions regarding land use planning, emergency response, natural resource man-
agement, engineering, and education.

As noted in the Preamble to its Endorsement of American Meteorological Society’s
Freedom of Scientific Expression statement, GSA “strongly believes that science and
society benefit greatly from careful and ample technical peer review of scientific
findings, and subsequent communication of scientific results must be permitted free-
ly and without concern by the scientist for censorship, intimidation, or political in-
terference.” GSA encourages Congress to ensure that USGS follows these principles
and others outlined in the Department of the Interior’s Integrity of Scientific and
Scholarly Activities policies.

USGS research addresses many of society’s greatest challenges for national secu-
rity, health, and welfare. Several are highlighted below.

—Natural hazards—including earthquakes, hurricanes, tsunamis, volcanic erup-
tions, wildfires, and landslides—are a major cause of fatalities and economic
losses. Recent natural disasters, including the Camp, Carr, and Woolsey fires
and Hurricanes Michael and Florence, provide unmistakable evidence that the
United States remains vulnerable to staggering losses. An improved scientific
understanding of geologic hazards will reduce future losses by informing effec-
tive planning and mitigation.

Decision makers in many sectors rely upon USGS data to respond to natural
disasters. For example, USGS volcano monitoring provides key data to enable
decisions on aviation safety. Data from the USGS network of stream gages is
used by the National Weather Service to issue flood and drought warnings.
Earth and space observations provide data necessary to predict severe space
weather events, which affect the electric power grid, satellite communications
and information, and space-based position, navigation, and timing systems.
GSA urges Congress to support efforts for USGS to modernize and upgrade its
natural hazards monitoring and warning systems, including additional 3-D ele-
vation mapping and earthquake early warning systems. The recent enactment
of the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program Reauthorization Act of
2018 indicates the support of Congress and the administration for this impor-
tant research and programs that enable advance warning of impending hazards.

—On December 20, 2017, President Trump signed an executive order entitled A
Federal Strategy to Ensure Secure and Reliable Supplies of Critical Minerals,
that finds,

“The United States is heavily reliant on imports of certain mineral commod-
ities that are vital to the Nation’s security and economic prosperity. This de-
pendency of the United States on foreign sources creates a strategic vulner-
ability for both its economy and military to adverse foreign government action,
natural disaster, and other events that can disrupt supply of these key min-
erals.”

GSA supports increases in minerals science, research, information, data col-
lection and analysis that will allow for more economic and environmental man-
agement and utilization of minerals. In addition, GSA supports increases in
funding for research to better understand domestic sources of energy, including
conventional and unconventional oil and gas and renewables. GSA appreciates
congressional support for the Earth Mapping Resources Initiative (Earth MRI),
formerly known as 3DEEP, which will provide new resources and build upon
the existing and successful 3-D elevation mapping and National Cooperative
Geological Mapping Program to accelerate geological and geophysical mapping,
identify critical mineral sites for further scientific review, and provide a host
of additional benefits to local, State, and Federal entities for safety, security,
scientific, and industrial uses.

—The quality and quantity of surface water and groundwater have a direct im-
pact on the wellbeing of societies and ecosystems, as evidenced by flooding and
drought impacts experienced across the U.S. during the past year, as well as
the dependence of much of our society on groundwater. Greater scientific under-
standing of these resources through monitoring and research by the USGS is
necessary to ensure adequate and safe water resources for the health and wel-
fare of society.

—USGS research on climate impacts is used by local policymakers and resource
managers to make sound decisions based on the best possible science. The Cli-
mate Adaptation Science Centers (CASC), for example, provide scientific infor-
mation necessary to anticipate, monitor, and adapt to the effects of climate
change at regional and local levels, allowing communities to make smart, cost-
effective decisions. For example, The North Central CASC supported the devel-
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opment of a new experimental drought-monitoring and early warning guidance
tool called the Landscape Evaporative Response Index.

—The Landsat satellites have amassed the largest archive of remotely sensed
land data in the world, a tremendously important resource for natural resource
exploration, land use planning, and assessing water resources, the impacts of
natural disasters, and global agriculture production. GSA supports investment
in earth observations, including interagency efforts to develop the next genera-
tion Landsat. Increased funding will be critical to implement the recommenda-
tions of the recent National Academy of Sciences’ Earth Science and Applica-
tions from Space (ESAS) Decadal Survey report, which states:

“Earth science and applications are a key part of the Nation’s information in-
frastructure, warranting a U.S. program of Earth observations from space that
is robust, resilient, and appropriately balanced.”

Activities from hazard monitoring to mineral forecasts are supported by the Core
System Sciences, Facilities, and Science Support. These programs and services, such
as geologic mapping and data preservation, provide critical information, data, and
infrastructure that underpin the research of the USGS. Funding is particularly
needed in Facilities to address many deferred maintenance issues and GSA appre-
ciates the committee’s recent investments in this area.

Knowledge of the earth sciences is essential to scientific literacy and to meeting
the environmental and resource challenges of the 21st century. GSA is very con-
cerned that cuts in Earth science funding will cause students and young profes-
sionals to leave the field, potentially leading to a lost generation of professionals in
areas that are already facing worker shortages. Investments in these areas could
lead to job growth, as demand for these professionals now and in the future is as-
sessed to be high. Emerging Workforce Trends in the Energy and Mining Industries:
A Call to Action, found, “In mining (nonfuel and coal) a personnel crisis for profes-
sionals and workers is pending and it already exists for faculty.” Another recent
study by the American Geosciences Institute, Status of the Geoscience Workforce Re-
port 2018, found an expected deficit of approximately 118,000 geoscientists by 2026.
Strong investments in geoscience research are needed to prepare citizens for these
job opportunities.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony about the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey. For additional information or to learn more about the Geological Society of
America—including GSA Position Statements on climate change, water resources,
mineral and energy resources, natural hazards, and public investment in Earth
science research—please visit www.geosociety.org or contact GSA’s Director for Geo-
science Policy Kasey White at kwhite@geosociety.org.

[This statement was submitted by Kasey White, Director for Geoscience Policy.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE GREAT LAKES INDIAN FISH AND WILDLIFE
COMMISSION (GLIFWC)

1. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, OPER-
ATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS

a. Trust-Natural Resources Management, Rights Protection Implementation
(RPI).—At least the $40,273,000 provided in fiscal year 2019 and a propor-
tionate share for Great Lakes Area Resource Management.

b. Trust-Natural Resources Management, Tribal Management /Development Pro-
gram (TM/DP).—At least the $12,036,000 proposed by the Senate and House
in fiscal year 2019 and the TM/DP requests of GLIFWC’s member Tribes.

c. Trust-Natural Resources Management, Invasive Species.—At least $6,773,000,
the amount proposed by the Senate and House in fiscal year 2019.

d. Tribal Government, Contract Support.—Full funding, estimated to be at least
$242,000,000 in fiscal year 2019.

Funding Authorizations: Snyder Act, 25 U.S.C. s. 13; Indian Self-Determination
and Education Assistance Act, (Public Law 93-638), 25 U.S.C. ss. 450f and 450h;
and the treaties between the United States and GLIFWC’s member Ojibwe Tribes.!

1Specifically, the Treaty of 1836, 7 Stat. 491, Treaty of 1837, 7 Stat. 536, Treaty of 1842, 7
Stat. 591, and Treaty of 1854, 10 Stat. 1109. The rights guaranteed by these treaties have been
affirmed by various court decisions, including a 1999 U.S. Supreme Court case.
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

a. Environmental Programs and Management, Geographic Programs, Great
Lakes Restoration.—The historical allocation of $300,000,000, including a Trib-
al program of no less than $15,000,000.

b. State and Tribal Assistance Grants, Categorical Grants, Tribal General Assist-
ance Program.—At least the fiscal year 2018 and fiscal year 2019 amounts of
$65,476,000.

Funding Authorizations: Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. s. 1268(c); Water Infrastruc-
ture Improvements for the Nation Act, Public Law 114-322 s. 5005; and treaties
cited above.

Funding through these programs fulfills Federal treaty, trust and contract obliga-
tions to GLIFWC’s member Tribes, providing vital resources to sustain their govern-
mental programs. We ask that Congress maintain these programs and provide fund-
ing at no less than the fiscal year 2019 levels.

GLIFWC'’S Fiscal Year 2020 Funding Request Highlights

1. GLIFWC would be pleased to accept an allocation of appropriated RPI funding
that is in the same proportion as it currently receives.

2. Full restoration of Great Lakes Restoration Initiative funding to its historical
$300,000,000 level, with no less than $15,000,000 for a distinct Tribal program.

3. Full funding for contract support costs, as required by the ISDEA Act.

4. Sufficient funding in the Tribal Management and Development line item for
GLIFWC’s member Tribes to fulfill their needs for reservation-based natural re-
source programs and to fund the Circle of Flight wetlands program.

GLIFWC’S Goal—A Secure Funding Base To Fulfill Treaty Purposes and Legal Obli-
gations

For 35 years, Congress has funded GLIFWC to implement comprehensive con-
servation, natural resource protection, and law enforcement programs that: (1) pro-
tect public safety; (2) ensure member Tribes are able to implement their treaty re-
served rights to hunt, fish, and gather throughout the ceded territories; (3) ensure
a healthy and sustainable natural resource base to support those rights; and (4) pro-
mote healthy, safe communities. These programs also provide a wide range of public
benefits, and facilitate participation in management partnerships in Wisconsin,
Michigan, and Minnesota.

GLIFWC’S Programs—Promoting Healthy Communities and Educating Tribal Mem-
bers Through Treaty Rights Exercise

Established in 1984, GLIFWC is a natural resources management agency of 11
member Ojibwe Tribes with resource management responsibilities over their ceded
territory (off-reservation) hunting, fishing and gathering treaty rights. These ceded
territories extend over a 60,000 square mile area in Minnesota, Wisconsin, and
Michigan.2 GLIFWC employs over 80 full-time staff, including natural resource sci-
entists, technicians, conservation enforcement officers, policy specialists, and public
information specialists.

2GLIFWC’s programs do not duplicate those of the Chippewa-Ottawa Resource Authority or
the 1854 Treaty Authority. GLIFWC also coordinates with its member Tribes with respect to
Tribal treaty fishing that extends beyond reservation boundaries by virtue of the Treaty of 1854
and the reservations’ locations on Lake Superior.
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MINNESOTA

Treaty Ceded Territory

GLIFWC strives to implement its programs in a holistic, integrated manner con-
sistent with the culture and values of its member Tribes, especially in light of Tribal
lifeways that the exercise of treaty rights supports. This means not only ensuring
that Tribal members can legally exercise their rights, but supporting community ef-
forts to educate them about the benefits (physical, spiritual, and cultural) of har-
vesting and consuming a more traditional diet, as well as promoting inter-
generational learning and the transmission of traditional cultural and management
practices. These programs, in turn, promote safe and healthy communities by en-
couraging healthy lifestyles, intergenerational connections, and cultural education.

GLIFWC and its member Tribes thank Congress, and particularly this sub-
committee, for its continuing support of these treaty obligations and its recognition
of the ongoing success of these programs. There are two main elements of this fiscal
year 2020 funding request:

—BIA Great Lakes Area Management (within the RPI line item).—A proportionate
share of the $40,273,000 as provided in 2019 for the RPI line item. The fiscal
year 2019 increase of $112,000 is greatly appreciated. GLIFWC continues to
support allocating increases to the RPI line item in the historically propor-
tionate amounts.

There is a long history of Federal funding for treaty rights protection and im-
plementation programs. For more than 30 years, Congress and each adminis-
tration have appropriated funding for these programs. GLIFWC has testified
about the fact that the need is consistently greater than RPI funding, and the
impacts that underfunding has on treaty rights programs. The Federal Govern-
ment, as a treaty signatory, is required to uphold treaty rights. It has appro-
priately chosen to invest in our programs as efficient, cost-effective service de-
livery mechanisms at the governmental level most appropriate to implement
Federal court orders and to protect and restore the natural resources on which
the treaty rights are based.

GLIFWC’s holistic approach to protecting treaty rights and the natural re-
sources that support them requires that we undertake a variety of activities
that promote Tribal lifeways and inform natural resource management activi-
ties. These include scientific, technical and policy analyses, promotion of
healthy foods, and language revitalization. To this end, maximum flexibility
should be provided to GLIFWC and its Tribes to define for themselves the
science and research activities best suited to the needs of their member Tribes
and the particular issues within their region. GLIFWC would be pleased to ac-
cept funds from the RPI account in the same proportion as it received in fiscal
year 2019.

—EPA Environmental Programs and Management: $300,000,000.—GLIFWC sup-
ports continued funding for the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI) as an
important non-regulatory program that enhances and ensures coordinated gov-
ernance in the Great Lakes, fulfillment of international agreements, and sub-
stantive natural resource protection and restoration projects. GLIFWC supports
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consistent funding for the GLRI at $300 million, the level that has been pro-
vided and received unwavering bipartisan support since 2011.

GLIFWC appreciates the directive in the Fiscal Year 2018 Consolidated Ap-
propriations Act’s explanatory statement that EPA should work with Tribes and
the BIA to develop a proposal for a distinct Tribal program within the GLRI.
GLIFWC is working with those agencies to develop such a program. GLIFWC
understands that in 2020, the program will be funded at $15 million. This will
help ensure that Tribes have the flexibility to develop the programs that are
of the highest priorities to their communities, fulfills the spirit of self-deter-
mination, meets treaty obligations, and carries out Federal trust responsibil-
ities.

Sustained funding for the GLRI allows GLIFWC to maintain its participation
in interjurisdictional governance structures, including the implementation of
the revised Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA). With GLRI fund-
ing, GLIFWC has been able to provide active support on numerous imple-
menting Annexes, including the Lakewide Action and Management Plan,
Aquatic Invasive Species, and Chemicals of Mutual Concern Annexes.

Sustained GLRI funding also allows GLIFWC to augment and leverage its
current natural resource protection and enhancement activities. This includes
enhancing GLIFWC’s participation in interagency efforts to assess the impacts
of mining waste (stamp sands) on an important whitefish and lake trout spawn-
ing reef in Lake Superior, and to explore remediation options and strategies.

Results and Benefits of GLIFWC’S Programs

1.

Maintain the Requisite Capability To Meet Legal Obligations, To Conserve Nat-
ural Resources and To Regulate Treaty Harvests.—While more funding would in-
crease program comprehensiveness, sustained funding at the fiscal year 2019
level supports Tribal compliance with various court decrees and intergovern-
mental agreements that govern the Tribes’ treaty-reserved hunting, fishing and
gathering rights. Funding for science and research enhances GLIFWC’s capa-
bility to undertake work and participate in partnerships to address ecosystem
t}ﬁreats that harm treaty natural resources, including those related to climate
change.

. Remain A Trusted Management and Law Enforcement Partner, and Scientific

Contributor in the Great Lakes Region.—GLIFWC has become a respected and
integral part of management and law enforcement partnerships that conserve
natural resources and protect public safety. It brings a Tribal perspective to
interjurisdictional Great Lakes management fora and would use its scientific ex-
pertise to study issues and geographic areas that are important to its member
Tribes but that others may not be examining.

. Maintain the Overall Public Benefits That Derive From Its Programs.—QOver the

years, GLIFWC has become a recognized and valued partner in natural resource
management. Because of its institutional experience and staff expertise, GLIFWC
has built and maintained numerous partnerships that: (1) provide accurate infor-
mation and data to counter social misconceptions about Tribal treaty harvests
and the status of ceded territory natural resources; (2) maximize each partner’s
financial resources and avoid duplication of effort and costs; (3) engender co-
operation rather than competition; and (4) undertake projects that achieve public
benefits that no one partner could accomplish alone.

. Encourage and Contribute to Healthy Tribal Communities—GLIFWC works with

its member Tribes’ communities to promote the benefits of treaty rights exercise.
These include the health benefits associated with a more traditional diet and the
intergenerational learning that takes place when elders teach youth. In addition,
GLIFWC sponsors a camp each summer where Tribal youth build leadership
skills, strengthen connections to the outdoors, and learn about treaty rights and
careers in natural resource fields.

[This statement was submitted by Michael J. Isham Jr., Executive Administrator.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GRIFFIN SANDERS, STUDENT AT YORK COMMUNITY HIGH
ScHOOL

In accordance to the prospective fiscal year budget of 2020, President Donald

Trump’s administration proposed a 31 percent budget cut to the Environment Pro-
tection Agency, the largest cut to a department in the entire budget. The passing
of this budget would result in a 2.7 billion dollar change to the budget of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, leaving the department with only 6.1 billion dollars
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to operate. While the President may want to reduce spending for the 2020 fiscal
year, his budget includes increasing the funding to departments such as Defense by
33.3 billion dollars, giving the department a total of 718 billion dollars to operate.
Due to the importance of the tasks of the Environmental Protection Agency in re-
ducing the damages done to the Earth by humans, it is imperative that the Com-
mittee of Appropriations in the Senate does not pass this proposed cut to such a
critical department.

The Environmental Protection Agency performs a variety of tasks in order to en-
sure the public’s health. The agency is responsible for regulating noxious gas emis-
sions and establishing industry standards in order to preserve our environment.
Furthermore, the department provides funding for research into how to further re-
duce the harmful particle and gasses that are polluted, as well as educate Ameri-
cans on the importance of being environmentally friendly. If the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency is defunded, they will not be able to execute these tasks to their full
potential. With the EPA being restricted by a lack of funding, they will not be able
to enforce environmental standards and educate fellow citizens. Consequently, cor-
porations in the automotive, chemical, and energy sectors will be able to evade these
regulations, further damaging the environment, as well as the air in which we
breathe. While many legislators may see the defense budget as a top priority in
order to save the lives of Americans, the air pollution caused by industrialization
is killing more Americans than any foreign enemy. According to many studies from
a myriad of accredited sources such as Harvard and Medicare, a particulate matter
concentration of 30 pg/m3 is enough to reduce life expectancy by as much as 5.4
years. Attached is a table synthesizing each study conducted on the relationship be-
tween elevated mortality risk and difference in life expectancy. Although each study
has different estimates for mortality risk and life expectancies, each one concludes
that air pollution causes an increase in mortality risk, while decreasing the expected
length of life. While this concentration of particulate matter may be high for most
parts of the United States, according to Arden C. Pope, a renowned expert in envi-
ronmental science, even the concentrations in which the common American is ex-
posed to, air pollution contributes to cardiovascular diseases and a diminished life
expectancy. This lower life expectancy can be contributed to the many diseases
brought on by air pollution. Some of these diseases include, but are not limited to
vascular dysfunction, bronchitis, asthma, pulmonary oxidative stress, and even neu-
rological diseases like Alzheimer’s and depression. With the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency being restricted to operate by their budget, more Americans will be af-
fected by these diseases.

Although this budget only is for the Federal Government of the United States of
America, the harm done to the environment by human presence is a global issue.
According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate change, the effect of the
greenhouse gasses being released through air pollution is catastrophic: In their re-
port, they estimate that there will be an average increase of 1.5 degrees Celsius by
the year 2050. This may not seem like a lot, but this is detrimental to the eco-
systems across the world, as well as the everyday lives of all people. This change
will melt the ice caps by the poles, destroying the environment in which many arctic
animals reside, effectively driving them into distinction. The melting of the ice caps
would also raise the sea level, flooding many cities on shoes with low elevation such
as New Orleans, Miami, and New York. Additionally, there are many more less ob-
vious effects of these greenhouse gasses emitted, such as an increase in food scar-
city, poverty, natural disasters, and a change of climate in cities across the world.
As appropriately worked by Vox, “several Northern cities will look and feel a lot like
how Southern cities do today. In some cities, it'll be like moving two States south”.
Fortunately, it is not too late to change this fate. These disastrous changes will only
occur if humanity continues to burn fossil fuels as the same rate at which it does
today. Many nations have already taken action to save the planet by committing
to the Paris Agreement, vowing to reduce the damages done to the environment be-
fore it is too late: The United States is not one of them. Defunding the Environ-
mental Protection Agency would only be a step backwards in working to reduce
emissions. Without adequate funding, the agency will become less effective in com-
bating climate change, and the rate in which these ruinous changes occur will only
increase.

With the dangers of air pollution being so eminent and cataclysmic, it is vital that
the budget for the Environmental Protection Agency is not reduced. The agency has
proven itself to be effective in their roles in regulated emissions and educating the
public about the dangers of pollution. If funded properly, the EPA will continue to
work constructively and help to reduce harmful gas emissions, improving the air
quality for Americans and giving them a better quality of life. Without the Environ-
mental Protection Agency operating at its full capacity, Americans will expect an
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onslaught of many diseases and a shorter life. As a legislator of one of the most
powerful nations in the world, you are in control of whether we as Americans act
to save our dying planet. This decision on the budget of the EPA not only affects
this generation, but future generations, by not cutting funding to the Environmental
Protection Agency, we will help to ensure that our children, and our children’s chil-
dren will be able to live their best possible lives on the planet that we all share.

Thank you,
Griffin Sanders

Student at York Community High School
griffinsanders13@gmail.com

Elevated Difference in Life
Study Difference in Exposure Mortality Risk Expectancy
(%) (estimates)
Harvard Six Cities Cohort study .......c.cccooevvvviveereciernne 30 ug/m3 PM2s oo 56 5.4
ACS CPS—I Cohort StUdy ......oovveeceeeereeeeeeeeeieeeeens 30 pg/m3 PMzs ... 20 2.2
Medicare Cohort study 30 ug/m3 PM25 12 1.3
Canadian Cohort study 30 ug/m3 PM2s 33 3.4
Meta Estimate of Cohort Studies ...........cccoouvernireernnnns 30 ug/md PMzs ... 20 2.2
First Difference analysis of United States country- | 30 pg/m3 PMzs 1.8
level changes in life expectancy (1980-2000).
First Difference analysis of United States country- | 30 pg/m3 PMas 1.1
level changes in life expectancy (2000-2007).
China Quasi Experimental, regression discontinuity | 30 ug/m3 PMas wooovvevrciveneneenn. 14 3.0
study North vs South of Huai River.
Active Smoking Active smoker vs never smoker 100 7.8

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HEIDI K. WILLIAMS, MAYOR, CITY OF THORNTON,
COLORADO

Dear Chairwoman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:

As members of the WaterNow Alliance, we write to respectfully request your sup-
port to fund the Environmental Protection Administration’s WaterSense Program at
the fiscal year 2019 level of $3.1 million or higher. WaterSense shares resources and
encourages the adoption of water efficient practices and products that use less water
across the Nation. The proposed fiscal year 2020 budget calls for the elimination of
this small but important program. We urge you to reject this proposal and fund the
WaterSense Program at least at its current level. While miniscule in terms of the
overall Federal budget, WaterSense has an outsize beneficial impact on local com-
munities like Thornton.

Since 2006, WaterSense partnerships have saved more than 3 trillion gallons of
water. Additionally, WaterSense labeled products have saved over 400 billion kilo-
watt-hours of electricity and approximately $65 billion in water and energy bills for
Americans in every State.

Using water efficiently makes sense for consumers, communities, and the environ-
ment as populations are faced with supply issues, aging infrastructure, extreme
weather, and growth. It is critical to fund the WaterSense Program at the very min-
imum of the fiscal year 2019 funding level of $3.1 million or higher in the fiscal year
2020 budget to support utilities and consumers in the efforts to conserve this vital
resource. Public and private partners, municipalities, and utilities across the Nation
rely on WaterSense labeled products for conservation and efficiency programs.

For all of these reasons, we believe that the WaterSense Program is deserving of
your support to fund at $3.1 million or higher. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Heidi K. Williams
Mayor—City of Thornton
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HUMANE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES, HUMANE
SOCIETY LEGISLATIVE FUND, AND DORIS DAY ANIMAL LEAGUE

Thank you for this opportunity to offer testimony on matters of importance to our
organizations. We urge the subcommittee to address the following requests in the
fiscal year 2020 Department of Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies budget:

—?‘Pﬁ New Approach Methodologies development and implementation: strong

unding

—BLM, Wild Horse and Burro Program: (1) $135,000,000, contingent on imme-

diate implementation of a management program based on four prongs detailed
below; (2) fiscal year 2019 enacted language to protect wild horses and burros
from slaughter

—USFS, Wild Horse and Burro Program: fiscal year 2019 enacted language to

protect USFS wild horses and burros from slaughter

—FWS, Multinational Species Conservation Fund: $15,000,000, with no funds

from conservation programs to promote trophy hunting, trade in animal parts,
or other consumptive uses of wildlife

—FWS, Office of International Affairs: $18,000,000

—FWS, Office of Law Enforcement: $85,000,000

We also request that the budget exclude any language that would in any way im-
pede efforts to combat wildlife trafficking, relax regulations on imports of sport-
hunted trophies, or undermine the Endangered Species Act. In addition, we request
a block on funds for the International Wildlife Conservation Council. Further, we
request that any ESA-related funds be directed toward the following FWS programs:
Listing; Recovery; Planning and Consultation; Conservation and Restoration; and
the Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY—NEW APPROACH METHODOLOGIES
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

Thousands of chemicals are currently used, and hundreds of new ones are intro-
duced each year, for which EPA needs to conduct toxicity assessments. The EPA is
also tasked with evaluating and registering pesticides as well as evaluating chemi-
cals for possible endocrine activity. In addition, since 2016, there is new mandate
to develop and implement non-vertebrate test methods for chemical safety evalua-
tion under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA). To address these needs, EPA
must shift significant focus to New Approach Methodologies (NAM)—defined by the
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences as “non-animal technology,
methodology, approach, or combination thereof that can be used to provide informa-
tion on chemical hazard and risk assessment” and by EPA as equivalent to the non-
vertebrate test methods defined in in the revised TSCA.

The EPA’s National Center for Computational Toxicology (NCCT), in collaboration
with the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, the National Center
for Advancing Translational Sciences, and the Food and Drug Administration, has
developed an extensive database of chemical safety information, is screening thou-
sands of chemicals using hundreds of high-throughput non-animal methods, and is
developing improved models for estimating exposure. Although these newly devel-
oping NAMs are beginning to reduce animal use while improving the speed and ac-
curacy of chemical evaluation relevant to several programs, further development
and implementation is necessary to effectively carry out EPAs mandates.

We support strong funding of NCCT and other programs within EPA’s Office of
Research and Development that focus on development and implementation of NAMs
in order for EPA to fulfill its mandates and assure a more efficient and relevant
chemicals safety assessment process.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT—WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROGRAM

The HSUS is one of the leading advocates for the protection and welfare of wild
horses and burros in the United States, with a long history of working collabo-
ratively with BLM—the agency mandated to protect America’s wild horses and bur-
ros—on the development of effective and humane management techniques.

For years, the HSUS has strongly cautioned against continuing to gather large
numbers of wild horses and burros from our rangelands annually without imple-
menting any program for suppressing population growth. This approach has led
BLM into a continuous cycle of roundups and removals, even as long-term, cost-effi-
cient, and humane management strategies, such as fertility control, are readily
available.

Because of this strategy, BLM has long removed many more wild horses and bur-
ros from the range than it could expect to adopt, while simultaneously being unable
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to stabilize on-range populations. Consequently, the cost of the wild horse and burro
program has continued to grow, without any benefit to wild horses, to the govern-
ment, or to our public rangelands.

To move the agency away from this failed paradigm, appropriations language in
the past few years has requested that BLM create a long-term, humane, and finan-
cially sustainable management path that incorporates large-scale use of fertility
control tools. This approach is supported by the National Academy of Sciences re-
port, which called for increased use of on-the-range management tools, including the
fertility control vaccine Porcine Zona Pellucida (PZP). Further, studies have shown
that incorporating fertility control into the management of wild horses and burros
would significantly lower the program’s carrying costs. A 2008 paper determined
that on-the-range contraception could reduce total wild horse and burro manage-
ment costs by 14 percent, saving $6.1 million per year. In addition, the results of
a paper describing an economic model commissioned by the HSUS indicates that
treating wild horses on one hypothetical Herd Management Area (HMA) with PZP
could save BLM approximately $5 million dollars over 12 years, while achieving and
maintaining Appropriate Management Levels of 874 horses. Since BLM estimates
that almost 82,000 wild horses roam in the United States, PZP use could save tens
of millions of dollars if applied broadly across all HMAs.

However, instead of pursuing Congressional recommendations to increase the use
of fertility control tools, BLM has consistently failed to implement any humane
management plan. In fact, in 2018 the agency treated only 702 horses with fertility
control out of an estimated rangeland population of approximately 82,000—less than
1 percent of the population.

The program must be altered to ensure that wild horses and burros are managed
humanely—and that populations begin to gradually decline. As such, we recommend
a sustainable management program which should include four prongs:

1. Conduct targeted gathers and removals at densely populated HMAs to reduce

herd size in the short term.

2. Treat gathered horses with fertility control prior to returning to the range.
This program should continue until 90 percent of the mares on the range have
been treated and continued consistent fertility control is implemented.

3. Relocate horses in holding facilities, and those taken off the range to large cost-
effective pasture facilities funded through public-private partnerships.

4. Promote adoptions in order to reduce captive populations and costs.

We ask that you fund the BLM Wild Horse and Burro Program at $135,000,000,
contingent on the agency’s immediate implementation of a management program
based on the four points listed above.

We request the same language barring BLM wild horses and burros from being
sent to slaughter that figured in the fiscal year 2019 Appropriations bill: “Appro-
priations herein made shall not be available for the destruction of healthy,
unadopted, wild horses and burros that results in their destruction for processing
into commercial products,” (Division E, p. 7, lines 5-10).

We also request the same protections for wild horses and burros transferred to
other agencies that were included in the fiscal year 2019 Appropriations bill, ensur-
ing that transferred wild horses and burros shall not be: destroyed in a way that
results in their destruction into commercial products; sold or otherwise transferred
in a way that results in their destruction for processing into commercial products;
or euthanized except upon the recommendation of a licensed veterinarian, in cases
of severe injury, illness, or advanced age (Division G, p. 61-62, lines 20-15).

FOREST SERVICE—WILD HORSE AND BURRO PROGRAM

We request inclusion of language barring USFS wild horses and burros from being
sent to slaughter that mirrors the language that appeared for the BLM in the fiscal
year 2019 Appropriations bill: “Appropriations herein made shall not be available
for the destruction of healthy, unadopted, wild horses and burros that results in
their destruction for processing into commercial products.”

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE—MULTINATIONAL SPECIES CONSERVATION FUND

We urge the subcommittee to appropriate $15 million for the MSCF, which sup-
ports critical conservation programs for some of our world’s most iconic species: Afri-
can and Asian elephants, rhinos, tigers, great apes, and sea turtles.

The HSUS joins a broad coalition of organizations in support of MSCF, while ask-
ing that proceeds of MSCF semi-postal stamps remain supplementary to annual ap-
propriations.
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While we wholeheartedly support continued funding for MSCF, we are concerned
about past incidents and oppose any future use of funds from these conservation
programs to promote trophy hunting, trade in animal parts, and other consumptive
uses—including live capture for trade, captive breeding, entertainment, or for the
public display industry—under the guise of conservation. The use of MSCF grants
must be consistent with the spirit of its authorizing law.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE—OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

We request that you appropriate $18 million for OIA, whose programs provide
critical resources to help stakeholders on the ground fight wildlife trafficking and
poaching. In particular, funds will be used for comprehensive and holistic solutions
in other countries to mitigate the threats of wildlife poaching and trafficking—in-
cluding community engagement, law enforcement, reducing consumer demand for
trafficked wildlife, and international collaboration.

In the past year, the American public has reacted with dismay and disapproval
to the administration’s actions to allow increased imports of sport-hunted trophies
into the United States. We ask that the subcommittee exclude any language from
the Appropriations bill that would relax regulations on imports of such trophies. We
also request the subcommittee to urge the Fish and Wildlife Service to refrain from
relaxing regulations on imports of such trophies.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE—OFFICE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT

We urge the subcommittee to fund OLE at $85 million. The United States is
among the world’s largest consumers of illegal wildlife, underscoring the importance
of OLE’s work fighting transnational and domestic wildlife crime.

Accomplishments from the past year illustrate how OLE has capitalized on past
investments to make progress toward these goals. The OLE has ongoing operations
to combat the illegal trade of elephant ivory, glass eels, and other wildlife products.
Operation Crash, aimed at rhino horn trafficking, secured the September 2017 con-
viction of a California man for selling rhino horn. In January 2018, another inves-
tigation yielded the conviction of two Florida men for stealing more than 650 sea
turtle eggs from their nests.

We also ask that the bill exclude language to weaken the enforcement or imple-
mentation of the June 6, 2016 rule combating ivory trade in the United States (81
Fed. Reg. 36387).

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE—INTERNATIONAL WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COUNCIL

We urge the subcommittee to block all funding for the International Wildlife Con-
servation Council (IWCC). The IWCC was established under the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App. 2) but violates its criteria in several ways. The coun-
cil is not essential, as it is duplicative of past and present councils. It is not bal-
anced or protected from undue influence of special interests, as almost all of its non-
governmental members come from the world of hunting and have personal, finan-
cial, or other vested interests in loosening restrictions on hunting wildlife inter-
nationally. Further, the IWCC is not in the public interest. As such, the IWCC is
not a responsible use of American taxpayers’ money.

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) is fundamental to the protection of our plan-
et’s most imperiled animals. This law, which is supported by 90 percent of American
voters, has prevented the extinction of 99 percent of the species under its care, in-
cluding the bald eagle. Under the ESA, the responsibility to list and delist species
lies with Federal agencies, which must make these listing decisions based on the
best available science. The authority to make these science-based management deci-
sions should remain with Federal agencies.

We ask that any funding related to the implementation of the ESA be directed
toward the following programs: Listing; Recovery; Planning and Consultation; Con-
servation and Restoration; and the Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation
Fund.

We also ask that the fiscal year 2020 budget exclude any language preventing
agencies from making listing or delisting decisions based on sound science, or that
otherwise undermine the ESA.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR ANIMAL WELFARE

On behalf of the International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) and our members
and supporters nationwide, thank you for the opportunity to offer testimony on the
fiscal year 2020 Interior, Environment and Related Agencies Appropriations Act.
The International Fund for Animal IFAW has 17 offices globally and works in more
than 40 countries around the world. IFAW takes a holistic approach to innovating
solutions for tough conservation challenges like conflicts between humans and wild-
life, and illegal wildlife trafficking. Recognizing the unbreakable link between ani-
mals and human wellbeing, we support and empower communities to coexist with
and value native wildlife and help those communities develop tools to protect their
wild heritage. IFAW appreciates this subcommittee’s support in the current fiscal
year 2019 in providing funding for many important conservation programs, and re-
quests your continued support for these programs in fiscal year 2020, including full
funding for the Endangered Species Act, the Multinational Species Conservation
Funds ($18 million), the International Affairs program within the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service ($18 million), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Law
Enforcement ($81 million). With respect to the Endangered Species Act (ESA),
IFAW requests (1) the subcommittee commission a report on proper funding levels
necessary to fully implement the Act; (2) until a report has been finalized, raise ESA
funding 1n line with any increases to defense spending; and (3) deny support for any
projects that seek to circumvent the ESA or National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Finally, we urge the subcommittee to prioritize infrastructure projects that
are sustainable and resilient.

Healthy, biodiverse ecosystems are fundamentally necessary to human health and
wellbeing; they provide a bulwark against catastrophic events, increase or resilience,
and serve as an insurance policy against future loss. Unfortunately, wildlife and
wild lands are in peril around the world. Trafficking in wildlife and wildlife parts
remains the fourth most lucrative criminal enterprise worldwide. Here at home,
years of scarce funding have left an overwhelming backlog of species awaiting eval-
uation for protections under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). And just this
month, the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Eco-
system Services (IPBES) released a summary of its landmark Global Assessment
Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. The comprehensive report, authored
by more than 145 experts from 50 countries over 3 years, warns that “1 million ani-
mal and plant species are now threatened with extinction, many within decades,
more than ever before in human history”.i This unprecedented threat to biodiversity
hmakes all of us more vulnerable, and imperils the very fabric of this planet we call

ome.

However, at IFAW we see reasons for hope. If we invest wisely now, we can begin
to stem the tide of extinction. And by doing so, we will help to ensure plentiful food,
clean drinking water, and breathable air for ourselves and future generations. More-
over, we will save financial resources overall: it is always more expensive to treat
disease outbreaks than it is to prevent them, or to restore a damaged landscape
than to preserve an undamaged ecosystem. The good news is that many of the pro-
grams that are best able to address today’s grim challenges fall within the jurisdic-
tion of this subcommittee.

No NEPA or ESA Waivers: Broadly, IFAW urges this subcommittee to consider
the health of wildlife and the environment in all of its actions. At a minimum, no
federally-supported construction project, including disaster remediation projects,
should be exempted from such fundamental laws as the ESA and NEPA. NEPA and
ESA analyses protect against substantial social, environmental, and economic harm.
These reviews allow construction projects to move forward while ensuring full dis-
closure of potentially harmful outcomes, informed decisionmaking, effective design,
and risk mitigation. There has been a distressing trend to exempt projects from
NEPA, ESA, or other environmental reviews and we urge the subcommittee to re-
verse this trend by denying funding for any plan that does not include a commit-
ment to bedrock conservation and environmental reviews.

Infrastructure: As Congress moves to address our aging infrastructure, we have
an unparalleled opportunity to invest in environmental safeguards and conservation
innovations that will ensure American wellbeing and security, and create jobs and
prosperity for the citizens of today and for many future generations. IFAW urges
this subcommittee to review any infrastructure plans within your jurisdiction
through the lens of wildlife conservation and environmental sustainability. We advo-
cate prioritizing funding for projects that: rely on sustainable or natural materials

ihttps:/www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/blog/2019/05/nature-decline-unprecedented-
report/
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to increase infrastructure resiliency and longevity; reintroduce or preserve native
flora; create resilient and sustainable water and waste management systems, par-
ticularly through implementing natural alternatives like wetlands, dune restoration,
and natural vegetation buffers; and reduce wildlife conflict using wildlife corridors
and crossings.

Additionally, natural areas on public lands provide numerous valuable ecosystem
services to the American people including clean water and water purification, filtra-
tion and storage; flood control; soil stabilization; climate regulation; wildlife habitat
and corridors; and recreation opportunities. Unfortunately, some existing infrastruc-
ture may threaten ecosystem services, especially if in a degraded condition. For ex-
ample, national forests contain more than 380,000 miles of roadsi (more than 7
times as many miles as the interstate highway systemiii), some 7000 bridgesiv and
over 1,700 dams. Efforts must be made to repair or in some cases remove infrastruc-
ture that poses a threat to ecosystem and public interest values. As with all infra-
structure projects, we urge the subcommittee to give preference to projects that use
sustainable and natural materials that provide better resilience to changing condi-
tions.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE PRIORITY PROGRAMS

Endangered Species Act: In spite of years of relatively flat funding, our Nations’
most important conservation law, the Endangered Species Act, remains effective
and has been successful in protecting 99 percent of listed species. More than 2,300
plant and animal species are currently listed. Saving species from extinction is more
than just about preserving iconic wildlife for generations to come. We are also pro-
tecting integral parts of the ecosystem that provides the air we breathe, the water
we drink, the parks we enjoy, and the medicine we need. The Endangered Species
Act protects wildlife within the United States, and species around the globe by re-
quiring agencies to ensure that federally supported international activities protect
species survival and preserve important habitat and by generally prohibiting the im-
port of listed species.

The ESA has faced frequent attacks in recent years, through spending riders, au-
thorizing legislation, and administrative action. IFAW thanks this subcommittee for
its efforts to fend off appropriations riders in past bills, and asks that any riders
aimed at undermining the ESA be excluded from the fiscal year 2020 Act.

Additionally, while species face ever-mounting pressures from climate change,
habitat loss, and other factors, funding for the ESA has not kept pace with the need.
There is a backlog of species awaiting consideration for protections under the Act.
IFAW urges the subcommittee to direct the Congressional Research Service (CRS)
to provide on funding levels necessary for FWS to fully implement the ESA. In the
meantime, we ask the subcommittee to increase funding for ESA programs at a rate
commensurate with increases to defense spending in order to better reflect the in-
creasing need of imperiled species.

FWS International Affairs: The FWS International Affairs (IA) program is tasked
with coordinating domestic and international efforts to protect and restore wildlife
and ecosystems. By overseeing domestic conservation laws and international con-
servation treaties, including the Convention in International Trade in Endangered
Species (CITES), the IA program has become a keystone of U.S. leadership on the
international stage. Importantly, the IA program supports transboundary regional
projects as well as those that focus on target species, promoting habitat conservation
and restoration in areas where wildlife is most at risk from habitat loss. IFAW re-
quests $18 million for this important program.

Multinational Species Conservation Fund (MSCF): IFAW is part of a diverse coali-
tion of groups, including animal welfare, environmental, sporting, and industry or-
ganizations, that support the MSCF. These funds protect tigers, rhinos, African and
Asian elephants, great apes, and marine turtles, all of which are in constant danger
from illegal poaching and wildlife trafficking, habitat destruction, climate change,
and other pressures. Wild members of these species may live outside our borders,
but these iconic animals remain important to the American people. None of us
wants this to be the generation to preside over the extinction of elephants or tigers
in the wild. MSCF programs have helped to sustain wildlife populations by funding
groundbreaking projects that combat poaching, reduce human-wildlife conflict and

ii According to USDA that is an estimated 380,000 miles of Forest Service roads not including
public roads such a State, county and private roads maintained by others on National Forest
System. https://www.fs.fed.us/eng/road_mgt/factsheet.shtml last observed 1/24/19

iii According to the Federal Highway Administration: Currently, the Interstate System is
46,876 miles long https://www.fthwa.dot.gov/interstate/faq.cfm#question3

ivhttps:/www.fs.fed.us/eng/road mgt/factsheet.shtml
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protect the vital habitat of priority species. By promoting community engagement
and combatting trafficking, the MSCF programs also promote the rule of law abroad
and contribute to our domestic security. These programs are highly efficient, with
low administrative costs ensuring that more than 95 percent of appropriated funds
were distributed through grants in fiscal year 2017. The MSCF received a small in-
crease in fiscal year 2019, but with pressures on these species mounting, IFAW re-
quests that $18 million be appropriated for the MSCF for fiscal year 2020.

Office of Law Enforcement: The U.S. remains one of the world’s largest illegal
markets for wildlife and wildlife products. Our leadership within the global commu-
nity is also a key driver in convincing nations around the globe to invest in pro-
tecting endangered wildlife. The Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) within the FWS
is on the front lines of wildlife crime, inspecting wildlife shipments, conducting in-
vestigations, and enforcing Federal wildlife laws to protect fish, wildlife, plants, and
ecosystems. The OLE combats poaching and wildlife trafficking, breaking up inter-
national criminal rings that not only harm wildlife, but may also engage in other
illicit activities. Among other things, the small but mighty force at OLE sends expe-
rienced FWS attachés to strategic regions where they combat wildlife trafficking by
supporting and advising foreign partners. This program is critical both to domestic
and international conservation efforts and to U.S.security. IFAW requests $81 mil-
lion for OLE.

In closing, thank you for the opportunity to share IFAW’s priority requests to pro-
mote conservation in the fiscal year 2020 Interior, the Environment and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act. Wildlife and their habitats are more than our national
heritage, they are essential to human health and happiness. We appreciate the con-
tinued support of this subcommittee for conservation efforts globally and within the
United States. With your support, we look forward to a bright and healthy future
for generations of wildlife lovers and all Americans. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INTERSTATE MINING COMPACT COMMISSION

My name is Thomas L. Clarke and I serve as Executive Director of the Interstate
Mining Compact Commission. My address is 459 Carlisle Drive, Herndon, VA
20190. My email is tclarke@imcc.isa.us. I appreciate the opportunity to present this
statement to the subcommittee regarding the views of the Interstate Mining Com-
pact Commission’s 26 member States on the fiscal year 2020 Budget Request for the
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (OSMRE) within the U.S.
Department of the Interior. In its proposed budget, OSMRE is requesting $43.9 mil-
lion to fund Title V grants to States for the implementation of their regulatory pro-
grams, a reduction of $24.7 million below the fiscal year 2019 enacted level. We be-
lieve this is inadequate and urge that funding be continued at the fiscal year 2019
enacted level of $68.59 million.

The Compact is comprised of 26 States that together produce some 95 percent of
the Nation’s coal, as well as other important minerals. The Compact’s purposes are
to advance the protection and restoration of land, water and other resources affected
by mining through the encouragement of programs in each of the party States that
will achieve comparable results in protecting, conserving and improving the useful-
ness of natural resources and to assist in achieving and maintaining an efficient,
productive and economically viable mining industry.

OSMRE has projected an amount of $43.9 million for Title V grants to States in
fiscal year 2020, an amount which is matched by the States. These grants support
the implementation of State regulatory programs under the Surface Mining Control
and Reclamation Act (SMCRA) and as such are essential to the full and effective
operation of those programs.! Pursuant to these primacy programs, the States have
the most direct and critical responsibilities for conducting regulatory operations to
minimize the impact of coal extraction operations on people and the environment.
The States accomplish this through a combination of permitting, inspection and en-
forcement duties, designating lands as unsuitable for mining operations, and ensur-
ing that timely reclamation occurs after mining.

In fiscal year 2019, Congress approved $68.590 million for State and Tribal Title
V grants pursuant to the Omnibus Appropriations Bill. This continued a much-need-
ed trend whereby the amount appropriated for these regulatory grants aligned with

1OSMRE recognizes the significant role played by the states in its budget justification docu-
ment on page 44 where it notes that “primacy states have the most direct and critical respon-
sibilities for conducting regulatory operations to minimize the impact of coal extraction oper-
ations on people and the environment. The states have the capabilities and knowledge to regu-
late the lands within their borders.”
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the demonstrated needs of the States. The States are greatly encouraged by the
amount approved by Congress for Title V grant funding over the past several fiscal
years. These grants had been stagnant for many years and the gap between the
States’ requests and what they received was widening. This debilitating trend was
compounding the problems caused by inflation and other costs beyond the control
of the States, thus undermining State efforts to realize needed program improve-
ments and enhancements and jeopardizing their efforts to minimize the potential
adverse impacts of coal extraction operations on people and the environment.
OSMRE acknowledges the importance of this funding on page 43 of its budget jus-
tification document where the agency explains that “primacy States will continue
to need a diverse and multidisciplinary cadre of personnel skilled in scientific and
engineering areas to review mine permits, determine whether performance bond
coverage and amounts are sufficient to ensure reclamation, conduct mine site in-
spections and implement enforcement actions when necessary.”

In past budget requests, OSMRE displayed a pattern of proposing inadequate
funding for State Title V regulatory programs. Congress consistently rejected the
proposed reductions and funded the programs at amounts that more closely aligned
with the States’ projected needs. OSMRE’s fiscal year 2020 budget proposal once
again moves the grants marker in the wrong direction by continuing to propose in-
creasing cuts in regulatory grants, year after year, that are rejected by Congress
year after year. The proposed cut for fiscal year 2020 is $8.6 million more than the
cut OSMRE proposed for fiscal year 2019, (which was double the cut it had proposed
in fiscal year 2018). OSMRE States that “this request fully funds the projected 2020
activity requirements, based on a downward trend in State grant execution and an
historical return of unexecuted appropriated funds at the end of the grant cycle each

ear.”

What OSMRE fails to note in its analysis is that, given fiscal constraints on State
budgets, some States have only recently been able to move beyond hiring and salary
freezes and restrictions on equipment and vehicle purchases, all of which have in-
hibited the ability of some States to spend the full amount of their Federal grant
money in some years. With many States now recovering enough to utilize their full
grant amount, it is imperative that funding be maintained at a level that meets the
States’ estimates of program needs. Those estimates reflect the ongoing work associ-
ated with State program implementation including permit reviews, inspections and
enforcement at all inspectable units. Even with the downturn in coal production, the
States’ workload has not decreased—and in some cases has increased given the ten-
uous condition of some coal companies. In the latter situation, higher levels of vigi-
lance are necessary to insure contemporaneous reclamation and abatement of viola-
tions.

OSMRE goes on to note that it will “continue to support State regulatory grant
requests by re-distributing the available prior year funds as needed.” We believe
this plan to be shortsighted in that it fails to consider the improving fiscal condi-
tions in many States and the damaging precedent set by appropriating suboptimal
grant amounts. Our analysis of State program funding needs for fiscal year 2020
based on recent estimates indicate that a full Federal appropriation of $68.6 million
will be required. In some States, additional matching Federal funds may be nec-
essary to meet program needs. It should be noted that in the future, the States’
needs may increase. By fiscal year 2021, we can expect that Tennessee will have
attained primacy and add another million dollars or so to the States’ grant needs.

Furthermore, there is no guarantee that these carryover funds will be available
into the future or that they would not be reprogrammed for other purposes. Con-
gress should specifically mandate through report language that all carryover funds
from past fiscal years can only be used to fund State regulatory program needs. It
would also be beneficial to State program implementation if OSMRE was authorized
to utilize these carryover funds for State program enhancement activities (without
matching requirements) for such critical program topics as electronic permitting,
mine mapping, and benchmarking workshops.

We acknowledge that the amount of carryover funding specifically targeted for
State regulatory grants has increased over the years, to approximately $28 million
according to OSMRE’s estimates. This is the result of two factors: (1) the fact that
appropriations for State regulatory grants are treated as 2-year money, thereby pro-
viding flexibility for the use of these moneys and (2) a few tough years where States
faced particular challenges in obtaining State share match moneys and/or expending
grant funding before the end of the Federal fiscal year. With an improving economy
and the ability to better manage State program expenditures, States are expending
almost all of what they receive. Furthermore, having a cushion of available carry-
over funding from year to year provides the certainty and confidence that both
OSMRE and the States require in managing funding for these critical programs.
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Clear indications from Congress that reliable, consistent funding will continue
into the future has done much to stimulate support for these programs by State leg-
islatures and budget officers who, in the face of difficult fiscal climates and con-
straints, have had to deal with the challenge of matching Federal grant dollars with
State funds. This is particularly true for those States whose match is partially based
on permit fees from the mining industry, where significant reductions in permitting
activity translate to fewer permit fees (but not in the amount of regulatory work
for State regulatory agencies). Recall that any cut in Federal funding generally
translates to an additional cut of an equal amount for overall program funding for
many States, especially those without Federal lands, since these States can gen-
erally only match what they receive in Federal money.

We are encouraged with language in OSMRE’s budget justification document that
“in furtherance of cooperative Federalism, OSMRE will continue its oversight steer-
ing committee with State Regulatory Authorities to discuss impediments to mean-
ingful and effective oversight including revising current OSMRE oversight directions
[sic].” IMCC approached OSMRE in September of 2017 to pursue these and other
programmatic concerns, including the processing of State program amendments,
NEPA requirements and funding protocols. Since that time, the States have en-
gaged in a series of meetings with OSMRE to advance our common goals under
SMCRA. However, the proof is in actual implementation of these laudable goals.
Based on our experience with program operations, some of the very areas OSMRE
identifies as reasons for its oversight activity are either dependent on State involve-
ment (training) or have seen little in the way of progress over the years (State pro-
gram amendment review and approval). We are hopeful that our recent engagement
with OSMRE on these critical program elements will come to fruition, unlike past
efforts which either stalled or lacked leadership support.

The overall performance of the States as detailed in OSMRE’s annual State pro-
gram evaluation reports, together with the fact that nationwide, 90 percent of the
sites inspected did not have off-site impacts, demonstrates that the States are im-
plementing their programs effectively and in accordance with the purposes and ob-
jectives of SMCRA. In our view, this suggests that OSMRE is adequately accom-
plishing its statutory oversight obligations with current Federal program funding
and that any increased workloads are likely to fall upon the States, which have pri-
mary responsibility for implementing appropriate adjustments to their programs
identified during Federal oversight. To the extent that OSMRE is looking for ways
to improve and enhance the overall implementation of SMCRA at both the State
and Federal level, we urge the agency to move forward with the findings and rec-
ommendations that IMCC has presented to OSMRE to address the continuing fiscal
impacts on program implementation, particularly with respect to duplicative inspec-
tion and enforcement requirements.

For all the above reasons, we urge Congress to approve not less than $68.6 million
for State and Tribal Title V regulatory grants in fiscal year 2020, the same amount
enacted by Congress over the past few fiscal years. In doing so, Congress will con-
tinue its commitment to ensuring the States have the resources they need to con-
tinue their work on the forefront of environmental protection and preservation of
public health and safety.

We are concerned about the proposal to increased funding for the “Enhanced
Geomine Project” by $500,000. The Geomine Project was a pilot program covering
three of IMCC’s member States in the Appalachian region. We understand OSMRE
abandoned more this pilot program than 5 years ago. Without more information re-
garding the intended use of these funds, we question whether expenditure of this
money on an abandoned project is appropriate.

We are pleased to see that OSMRE’s proposed budget generally maintains the
level of expenditures for the National Technical Training Program (NTTP) and the
Technical Information and Professional Service (TIPS), with a slight increase in
funding for Title Regulatory Programs. The States rely heavily on the NTTP and
TIPS training classes for their new employees and for refresher courses for more
seasoned employees. These training programs are especially important as States
find themselves at a point where many of their employees are finishing careers and
must be replaced with less experienced people. Any adjustments to these two pro-
grams should involve the States working through the NTTP/TIPS Steering Com-
mittee.

With regard to funding for State Title IV Abandoned Mine Land (AML) program
grants, the States and Tribes should receive the mandatory appropriation of $188.4
million in fiscal year 2020. In its proposed fiscal year 2020 budget, OSMRE seeks
to eliminate $115 million for the AML economic development pilot projects due to
the fact that this funding “overlaps with existing mandatory AML grants”. We be-
lieve that funding for pilot projects is separate and distinct from other AML funding
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sources. This funding is targeted for economic and community development and
reuse goals. We strongly support continued funding (from the General Fund) for
these pilot projects. We also recommend concerted action to reauthorize fee collec-
tion under Title IV of SMCRA IMCC also supports a continuation of funding for the
watershed cooperative agreements at $1.55 million. Much valuable work has been
accomplished through this program, especially given the matching funds that come
from other sources besides OSMRE’s share for these worthwhile projects.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement on the Office of Surface
Mining’s proposed budget for fiscal year 2019. We also endorse the statement of the
National Association of Abandoned Mine Land Programs (NAAMLP), which goes
into greater detail regarding the implications of OSMRE’s funding for the States
and Tribes related to the AML program. We would be happy to answer any ques-
tions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA

The Izaak Walton League of America appreciates the opportunity to submit testi-
mony for the record concerning appropriations for fiscal year 2020 for various agen-
cies and programs under the jurisdiction of the subcommittee. The League is a na-
tional, nonprofit organization with more than 40,000 members and 200 local chap-
ters nationwide. Our members are committed to advancing common sense policies
that safeguard wildlife and habitat, support community-based conservation, and ad-
dress pressing environmental issues. The following pertains to programs adminis-
tered by the Departments of Agriculture, Interior, and Environmental Protection
Agency.

DEPARTMENTS OF AGRICULTURE AND THE INTERIOR, LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION
FUND (LWCF)

The League requests a total of $524 million for the LWCF in fiscal year 2020. It
is important to invest in strategic land acquisition to protect critical habitat, secure
valuable in-holdings, and expand recreational access to existing Federal public
lands. Dramatically reducing funding for LWCF, as the President’s budget requests,
will not provide meaningful savings to taxpayers because LWCF is capitalized with
revenue from off-shore oil and gas drilling. As importantly, diverting resources from
LWCF to offset other expenditures from the general treasury directly undermines
the fundamental premise on which LWCF is based. The common sense premise that
a portion of the revenue generated by natural resource extraction should 